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Rules and Regulations 


SUMMARY: This regulation establishes 


the quantity of fresh California-Arizona 
lemons that may be shipped to market at 
190,000 cartons during the period 
October 23-29, 1983. Such action is 
needed to provide for orderly marketing 
of fresh lemons for the period due to the 
marketing situation confronting the 
lemon industry. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: October 23, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William J. Doyle, Chief, Fruit Branch, 
F&V, AMS, USDA, Washington, D.C. 
20250, telephone 202-447-5975. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
final rule has been reviewed under 
Secretary’s Memorandum 1512-1 and 
Executive Order 12291, and has been 
designated a “non-major” rule. William 
T. Manley, Deputy Administrator, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, has 
certified that this action will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This action is designed to promote 
orderly marketing of the California- 
Arizona lemon crop for the benefit of 
producers, and will not substantially 
affect costs for the directly regulated 
handlers. 

This final rule is issued under 
Marketing Order No. 910, as amended (7 
CFR Part 910) regulating the handling of 


lemons grown in California and Arizona. 
The order is effective under the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674). 
The action is based upon 
recommendations and information 
submitted by the Lemon Administrative 
Committee and upon other available 
information. It is hereby found that this 
action will tend to effectuate the 
declared policy of the Act. 

This action is consistent with the 
marketing policy currently in effect. The 
committee met publicly on October 18, 
1983, at Los Angeles, California, to 
consider the current and prospective 
conditions of supply and demand and 
recommended a quantity of lemons 
deemed advisable to be handled during 
the specified week. The committee 
reports the demand for all grades of 
lemons is good on larger sizes and 
easier on smaller sizes. 

It is further found that it is 
impracticable and contrary to the public 
interest to give preliminary notice, 
engage in public rulemaking, and 
postpone the effective date until 30 days 
after publication in the Federal Register 
(5 U.S.C. 553), because of insufficient 
time between the date when information 
became available upon which this 
regulation is based and the effective 
date necessary to effectuate the 
declared purposes of the Act. Interested 
persons were given an opportunity to 
submit information and views on the 
regulation at an open meeting. It is 
necessary to effectuate the declared 
purposes of the Act to make these 
regulatory provisions effective as 
specified, and handlers have been 
apprised of such provisions and the 
effective time. 


List of Subjecis in 7 CFR Part 910 


Marketing agreements and orders, 
California, Arizona, Lemons. 


Section 910.734 is added as follows: 


§ 910.734 Lemon regulation 434. 

The quantity of lemons grown in 
California and Arizona which may be 
handled during the period October 23, 
1983, through October 29, 1983, is 
established at 190,000 cartons. 

(Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as amended; 7 U.S.C. 
601-674) 


Federal Register 
Vol. 48, No. 205 


Friday, October 21, 1983 


Dated: October 20, 1983. 
Charles R. Brader, 
Director, Fruit and Vegetable Division, 
(FR Doc. 83-28920 Filed 10-20-63; 11:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-m 


7 CFR Part 1065 
Milk in the Nebraska-Western lowa 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 

ACTION: Temporary revision of rules. 
SUMMARY: This action temporarily 
relaxes for the months of October 1983 
through March 1984 the shipping 
requirements for pool supply plants and 
the limit on how much milk not needed 
for fluid (bottling) use may be moved 
directly from farms to nonpool 
manufacturing plants and still be priced 
under the Nebraska-Western Iowa 
order. The revisions are made in 
response to a request by a cooperative 
association representing a substantial 
number of producers supplying the 
market in order to prevent uneconomic 
movements of milk. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 21, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert F. Groene, Marketing Specialist, 
Dairy Division, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 20250 (202) 447-2089. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Prior 
document in this proceeding: 
Temporary Revision of Pool Supply 
Plant Shipping and Diversion Limitation 
Percentages: Issued September 27, 1983; 
published October 3, 1983 (48 FR 45117). 

This action has been reviewed under 
USDA precedures established to 
implement Executive Order 12291 and 
has been classified as a “non-major” 
action. 

It has been determined that the need 
for adjusting certain provisions of the 
order on an emergency basis precludes 
following certain review procedures set 
forth in Executive Order 12291. Such 
procedures would require that this 
document be submitted for review to the 
Office of Management and Budget at 
least 10 days prior to its publication in 
the Federal Register. However, this 
would not permit the completion of the 





48794 Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 205 / Friday, October 21, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


precedure in time to give interested 
parties timely notice that the shipping 
requirements for pool supply plants and 
the limits on the amount of milk that 
may be moved directly from producer 
farms to nonpool manufacturing plants 
for October 1983 would be modified. The 
initial request for this action was 
received on September 2, 1983. Public 
comments on the proposed action were 
due October 11. 

William T. Manley, Deputy 
Administrator, Argricultural Marketing 
Service, has certified that this action 
would not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. Such action would lessen the 
regualtory impact of the order on certain 
milk handlers and would tend to ensure 
that dairy farmers will continue to have 
their milk priced under the order and 
thereby receive the benefits that accrue 
from such pricing. 

This temporary revision is issued 
pursuant to the provisions of the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601 ef 
seg.) and the provisions of 
§§ 1065.7(b){3) and 1065.13(d)}(4) of the 
Nebraska-Western lowa milk order. 

Notice of proposed rulemaking was 
published in the Federal Register (48 FR 
45117) concerning a proposed decrease 
in the shipping requirements for pool 
supply plants and an increase in the 
amount of milk that may be moved 
directly from producer farms to nonpool 
manufacturing plants for the months of 
October 1983 through March 1984. 
Interested parties were afforded the 
opportunity to comment on the proposal 
by submitting written data, views, and 
arguments. No comments in opposition 
to the proposal were received. 

After consideration of all relevant 
material, including the proposal set forth 
in the aforesaid notice, data, views, and 
arguments filed thereon, and other 
available information, it is hereby found 
and determined that for the months of 
October 1983 through March 1984 the 
supply plant shipping percentage of 40 
percent as set forth in § 1065.7(b) should 
be decreased to 30 percent and the 
diversion limitation percentage as set 
forth in § 1065.13{d) should be increased 
from the present 40 percent to 50 
percent. 

Pursuant to the provisions of 
$§ 1065.7(b)(3) and 1065.13(d)(4), the 
supply plant shipping percentage as set 
forth in § 1065.7(b), and the diversion 
limitation percentages as set forth in 
§ 1065.13(d) (2) and (3), respectively, 
may be increased or decreased up to 20 
percentage points during any month. 
Such changes may be made to 
encourage additional needed milk 
shipments to poo! distributing plants or 


to prevent uneconomic shipments 
merely for the purpose of assuring that 
dairy farmers will continue to have their 
milk priced under the order and thereby 
receive the benefits that accrue from 
such pricing. 

Associated Milk Producers, Inc., a 
cooperative association which 
represents producers supplying the 
Nebraska-Western lowa market, 
requested that during the period of 
October 1983 through March 1984 the 
pool supply plant shipping percentage 
be reduced 10 points. Also, the 
cooperative requested that for the same 
period the percentage of allowable 
diversions be increased 10 percentage 
points. 

The basis of the coopeérative’s request 
is that beginning in October 1983 the 
pooling provisions in question will not 
accommodate the efficient pooling of the 
milk of some of its members who 
regularly are associated with the 
market. The cooperative indicates that it 
is requesting the revision because of the 
present buildup in the market's milk 
supplies due to a substantial increase in 
producer deliveries and a decline in 
Class I sales. In that regard, the* 
cooperative noted that producer 
deliveries for the first seven months of 
1983 were up 6.7 percent from the 
already high levels of the same period a 
year ago while Class I sales were down 
1.8 percent. The cooperative believes 
that the temporary revision of both the 
supply plant shipping standard and the 
diversion limits will be necessary for the 
months of October 1983 through March 
1984. Because of the market's present 
supply situation, the cooperative 
contends that the temporarily relaxed 
pool supply plant shipping requirement 
and diversion limits will be adequate to 
supply the needs of the Class I market 
without causing unnecessary and 
uneconomic shipments to pool plants 
simply to meet order requirements. 

In view of this development in the 
supply situation, and without the 
temporary revision, some milk not 
needed for bottling use would have to be 
shipped first to distributing and then to 
nonpool manufacturing plants merely to 
qualify some supply plants for pooling 
under the order during the coming 
winter months. Likewise, milk of some 
dairy farmers would first have to be 
received at a pool plant to qualify it for 
pooling rather than being shipped 
directly from the farm to nonpool 
manufacturing plants for surplus use. 
These requirements would result in 
costly and inefficient movements of 
milk. 

Under these supply-demand 
conditions, it is concluded that a 
reduction in the required shipments of a 


supply plant by 10 percentage points for 
October 1983 through March 1984 will 
prevent uneconomic movements of milk 
merely for purposes of maintaining pool 
plant status. Moreover, the relaxation of 
the diversion limits by 10 percentage 
points for such months will prevent 
uneconomic movements of milk through 
pool plants merely for the purpose of 
qualifying it as producer milk under the 
order. 

It is hereby found and determined that 
thirty days’ notice of the effective date 
is impractical, unnecessary, and 
contrary to the public interest in that: 

(a) This temporary revision is 


_ necessary to reflect current marketing 


conditions and to maintain orderly 
marketing in the marketing area for the 
months of October 1983 through March 
1984; 

(b) This temporary revision does not 
require of persons affected substantial 
or extensive preparation prior to the 
effective date; and 

(c) Notice of the proposed temporary 
revision was given interested parties 
and they were afforded opportunity to 
file written data, views or arguments 
concerning this temporary revision. 

Therefore, good cause exists for 
making this temporary revision effective 
for the months of October 1983 through 
March 1984. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1065 


Milk marketing orders, Milk, Dairy 
products. 

It is therefore ordered, That the 
aforesaid provisions in §§ 1065.7(b) and 
1065.13(d)}(2) and (3) of the order are 
hereby revised for the months of 
October 1983 through March 1984. 

(Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as amended; 7 U.S.C. 
601-674) 

Signed at Washington, D.C. on October 18, 

1983. 

Joel L. Blum, 

Acting Director Dairy Division. 
[FR Doc. 83-28700 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
immigration and Naturalization 
Service 


8 CFR Part 100 
Statement of Organization 


AGENCY: Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Justice. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule amends the Service 
organizational statement to reflect the 
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recent change in designation of the St. 
Albans, Vermont office from a district 
office to a suboffice. This change is 
made for more efficient management. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: October 1, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


For General Information: Loretta J. 
Shogren, Director, Policy Directives 
and Instructions, Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, 425 Eye Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20536, 
Telephone: (202} 633-3048 ‘ 

For Specific Information: Bert C. Rizzo, 
Immigration Examiner, Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, 425 Eye 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20536, 
Telephone: (202) 633-3946. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Service 

management has reviewed the 

jurisdictional responsibilities, 
workloads, and types of work under the 
jurisdiction of the St. Albans office. It 
has been determined that the 
responsibilities and variety of work do 


not justify the continued classification of 


St. Albans as an independent district 
office. St. Albans has become a 
suboffice as part of the Portland, Maine 
District; the immigration office at 
Montreal, Quebec, Canada is 
transferred under the Buffalo District 
Office to combine all Eastern Region 
Canadian preinspection operations 
under one district; and the Pittsburg, 
New Hampshire port of entry will shift 


$100.4 Field 

(a) Regional offices. The Eastern 
Regional Office, located in Burlington, 
Vermont, has jurisdiction over districts 
2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 21, 22, 23, 25, and 27 and 
Border Patrol sectors 1, 2, 3, and 4. The 
Southern Regional Office, located in 
Dallas, Texas, has jurisdiction over 
districts 6, 14, 15, 20, 26, 28, 38, and 40, 
and Border Patrol sectors 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20, and 21. The Northern Regional 
Office, located in Fort Snelling, Twin 
Cities, Minnesota, has jurisdiction over 
districts 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 19, 24, 29, 30, 31, 
and 32 and Border Patrol sectors 5, 6, 7, 
8, and-9. The Western Regional Office, 
located in San Pedro, California, has 
jurisdiction over districts 13, 16, 17, 18, 
and 39 and Border Patrol sectors 10, 11, 
12, 13, and 14. 

2. In $100.4, paragraph (b}(1) is 
removed and paragraphs (b){2), (b)(7), 
and (b)(22) are revised to read as 
follows: 


* * * * * 


(b) District offices. 

1. [Reserved] 

2. Boston, Massachusetts. The district 
office in Boston, Massachusetts, has 
jurisdiction over the States of New 
Hampshire (except the port of entry at 
Pittsburg, New Hampshire), Massachusetts, 
and Rhode Island. 


according to location by districts and 
are designated either Class A, Class B, 
or Class C. Class A means that the port 
is a designated port of entry for all 
aliens. Class B means that the port is a 
designated port of entry for aliens who 
at the time of applying for admission are 
lawfully in possession of valid resident 
aliens’ border-crossing identification 
cards or are admissible without 
documents under the documentary 
waivers contained in Part 212 of this 
chapter. Class C means that the port is a 
designated port of entry only for aliens 
who are arriving in the United States as 
crewmen as that term is defined in 
section 101(a)}(10) of the Act with respect 
to vessels. 


[ayrangayl 
| ni 


to the Portland District to consolidate all * « * * * 

northern border ports of entry forthe ~- 7. Buffalo, New York. The district office in 

states of Vermont, New Hampshire and _—_ Buffalo, New York, has jurisdiction over the 

Maine under one district. State of New York except that part within the 
Compliance with 5 U.S.C. 553 as to a of District — yy rt 

notice of proposed rulemaking and ee 

delayed effective date is not required as Cuenta Seer 


this rule deals solely with agency —" —- * 


management and organization. 22. Portland, Maine. The district office in 
In accordance with 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the portland, Maine has jursidiction over the 

Commissioner of Immigration and States of Maine, Vermont, and the port of 

Naturalization certifies that this rule will entry at Pittsburg, New Hampshire. 

not have significant impact on a * * * et Ce 

substantial number of small entities. 

This rule is not a major rule as defined 

in section 1{a) of E.O. 12291. 


PISHH 
ie 
I 


it 

a 

gt 
let 


3. In $100.4, paragraphs (c){2) 
introductory text and districts 2 and 22 
and (c)(3) introductory text - district 

: : 22 are revised and district 1 o 
aakas Suifocta oe —_ a paragraph (c)(2) and district 1 of (c){3) 

Administrative practice and are removed as follows: 
procedure, Organization and functions a > 5 . < 
(Government agencies), Authority 
delegation (Government agencies), 
Jurisdictions. Ports of entry (both 
aircraft and vessels). 

Accordingly, Title 8, Chapter I of the 
Code of Federal Regulations is amended 
as follows: 


PART 100—STATEMENT OF 
ORGANIZATION 


1. In § 100.4, paragraph (a) is revised 
to read as follows: 


iit 
r i 
li 


(c) 6.8 :2@ 

(2) Ports of entry for aliens arriving 
by vessel or by land transportation. 
Subject to the limitations prescribed in 
this subparagraph, the following places 
are hereby designated as ports of entry 
for aliens arriving by any means of 
travel other than aircraft. The 
designation of such a port of entry may 
be withdrawn whenever, in the 
judgment of the Commissioner, such 
action is warranted. The ports are listed 


t 
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(Sec. 103 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, as amended; 8 U.S.C. 1103) 
Dated: October 17, 1983 
Andrew J. Carmichael, Jr., 
Associate Commissioner, Examinations 
Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
[FR Doc. 83-28777 Filed 10-20-83:8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-10-™ 


8 CFR Part 238 


Contracts With Transportation Lines; 
Addition of American Trans Air, inc. 


AGENCY: Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Justice. 
action: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule adds American 
Trans Air, Inc. to the list of carriers 
which have entered into agreements 
with the Service to guarantee the 
passage through the United States in 
immediate and continuous transit of 
aliens destined to foreign countries. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 27, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


and Naturalization Service, 425 Eye 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20536, 
Telephone: (202) 633-3048. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
amendment to 8 CFR 238.3 is published 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552. The 
Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization Service entered into an 
agreement with American Trans Air, 
Inc. on September 27, 1983 to guarantee 
passage through the United States in 
immediate and continuous transit of 
aliens destined to foreign countries. 
The agreement provides for the 
waiver of certain documentary 
requirements and facilitates the air 
travel of passengers on international 


flights while passing through the United 


"eis with 5 U.S.C. 553 as to 
notice of and 
delayed effective date is unnecessary 
because the amendment merely makes 
an editorial change to the listing of 
transportational lines. 

In accordance with 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the 
Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization certifies that the rule will 
not have a significant impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

This order constitutes a notice to the 
public under 5 U.S.C. 552 and is not a 
rule within the definition of section 1({a) 
of E.0.12291.  _ 

List of Subjects in 8 CFR Part 238 

Airlines, Aliens, Government 
contracts, Travel, Travel restriction. 

Accordingly, 8 CFR Part 238 is 
amended as follows: _ 

PART 238—CONTRACTS WITH 
TRANSPORTATION LINES 
$238.3 [Amended] 

In § 238.3 Aliens in immediate and 
continuous transit, the listing of 
transportation lines in paragraph (b) 
Signatory lines is amended by adding in 
alphabetical sequence, “American Trans 
Air, Inc.” 

(Secs. 103, 66 Stat. 173 (8 U.S.C. 1103); 238, 66 
Stat. 202 (6 U.S.C. 1228)) 
Dated: October 17, 1983. 
Andrew J. Carmichael, Jr., 
Associate Commissioner, Examinations, 
Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
[FR Doc. 63-28684 Filed 10-20-63; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4410-10-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 
12 CFR Part 207 


AGENCY: Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 
ACTION: Regulation G comparison chart. 


sumMARY: On July 27, 1983, the Board 
approved a completely revised and 
simplified Regulation G. The new 
regulation is effective as of August 31, 
1983. To facilitate an understanding of 
the new regulation, this chart provides a 
cross-reference of section numbers in 
the old Regulation G te their 
corresponding section numbers in the 
new regulation and vice versa. This 
chart will serve as an aid to persons 
tracing the regulatory treatment of 


specific issues addressed in Regulation 
G. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Douglas Blass, Attorney, Division of 
Banking Supervision and cr 
Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, Washington, D.C. 
20551, (202) 452-2781. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
following comparison chart is being 
published as an aid to understanding the 
completely revised Regulation G. 
COMPARISON CHART 
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COMPARISON CHART—Continued COMPARISON CHART—Continued 


cide patieccenical SO 


Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, October 17, 1983. 
William W. Wiles, 
Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 63~28687 Filed 10-20-83; 6:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-m 


12 CFR Part 221 


207.1(c). Credit by Banks for the Purpose of 
“| 207.2(d)(1), 207.2(e) (1) and (2). | Purchasing or Carrying Margin Stock; 
- aor ach 0 ond Comparison Chart of Old and New 
" : Regulation U Sections 


AGENCY: Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 


ACTION: Regulation U comparison chart. 


summary: On July 27, 1983, the Board 
approved a completely revised and 
simplified Regulation U. The new 
regulation is effective as of August 31, 
1983. To facilitate an understanding of 
the new regulation, this chart provides a 
cross-reference of section numbers in 
~ sorte the old Regulation U to their 
Added. corresponding section numbers in the 
te thant (2). new regulation and vice versa. This 
a dozen chart will serve as an aid to persons 
207.10(1)(0- tracing the regulatory treatment of 
specific issues addressed in Regulation 
U 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Douglas Blass, Attorney, Division of pseaeeenniaa 

Banking Supervision and Regulation, ie Sas and 221.2(1K1) (per- 
Board of Governors of the Federal deleted). 

Reserve System, Washington, D.C. 20551 ; 
(202) 452-2781. acelin ees 221.201) (par 
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to De Havilland Aircraft of Canada Ltd. 
for a type certificate for the DHC-8 
series airplane. The DHC-8 airplane will 
have novel or unusual design features 
associated with an automatic takeoff 
_—_ = — _ power control system (ATPCS) for 

b . which the applicable airworthiness 
regulations do not contain adequate or 
appropriate safety standards. The 
ATPCS will allow the airplane to take 
off with less than maximum takeoff 


COMPARISON CHART—Continued 


| 221.8 (a) and ic) 
221 Bad 
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neers} 224) (1) and (2) 
9 —__] 22136). 


Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, October 17, 1983. 


William W. Wiles, 
Secretary of the Board. 

{FR Doc. 83-28676 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 21 
[Docket No. NM-7; Special Conditions No. 
25-ANM-3] 


Special Conditions: De Havilland 
Aircraft of Canada Ltd., Model DHC-8 
Series Airplane 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 

ACTION: Final special conditions. 


SUMMARY: These special conditions are 


issued pursuant to §§ 21.16 and 21.17 of 
the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) 


thrust approved for the airplane; and, if 
an engine fails, the system will 
automatically provide maximum takeoff 
thrust on the operating engine. These 
special conditions contain safety 
standards which the Administrator finds 
necessary to establish a level of safety 
equivalent to that provided by the 
regulations applicable to the De 
Havilland DHC-8 series airplane 
because of the novel or unusual 
features. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 21, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. James Walker, Regulations and 
Policy Office, ANM-110, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region, 17900 
Pacific Highway South, C-68966, Seattle, 
Washington 98168; telephone (206) 431- 
2116. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


On March 31, 1980, De Havilland 
Aircraft of Canada Ltd., Downsview, 
Ontario, M3K 1Y5, Canada, filed an 
application for a type certificate to 
include an ATPCS installation for 
approval under that type certificate 
covering the DHC-8 series airplane. 

The DHC-8 is a high wing, twin- 
engine, pressurized transport category 
airplane having a maximum takeoff 
weight of 30,500 pounds. The airplane is 
equipped with two Pratt & Whitney PW- 
120 turboprop engines, each rated at 
2,000 shaft horsepower with 13-foot 
diameter, 4-bladed, Hamilton-Standard 
propellers (HS 14SF-1). The airplane has 
a maximum permissible altitude of 
25,000 feet and a passenger capacity of 
36 persons. 

The design covered under the type 
certificate is the installation of an 
ATPCS. Automatic takeoff power 
control system special conditions issued 
to date for other airplanes require the 
ATPCS be designed to permit manual 
decrease or increase in power up to the 
maximum takeoff power approved for 
the airplane under existing conditions 
through the use of power levers. The 
ATPCS system installed on the engines 
of the DHC-8 airplane contains an 
electronic fuel controller (EFC), which 
provides an automatic fixed speed 
increment increase in the event of an 
engine failure during takeoff. In the 
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event of an engine failure, a signal from 
the ATPCS is transmitted to the EFC 
which up-trims the operating engine to 
the approved takeoff power. In the event 
of an ATPCS failure with engine failure, 
the crew would be required to advance 
the power lever to obtain the maximum 
power. 

The type design of the DHC-8 series 
airplane with the automatic system 
installed contains a number of novel or 
unusual design features for which the 
applicable airworthiness requirements 
do not contain adequate or appropriate 
safety standards. Special conditions are 
necessary to provide a level of safety 
equal to that generally intended by the 
established certification basis and to 
support a finding by the Administrator 
that no feature or characteristics of the 
airplane with the automatic system 
installed makes it unsafe for the 
category in which certification is 
requested. These special conditions 
specify limits on the maximum power 
increment which may be applied to the 
operating engines by the ATPCS, 
prescribe system reliability and status 
monitoring requirements, require 
provisions for manual selection of the 
maximum takeoff power approved for 
the airplane under existing conditions, 
prohibit approval of the system if the 
automatic or manual application of 
approved maximum takeoff power 
would result in an engine operating limit 
being exceeded, and require the 
installation of an independent engine 
failure warning system if the inherent 
characteristics of the airplane do not 
provide a clear warning to the crew. 


Discussion of Comments 


Notice of proposed special conditions 
No. SC-83-4—NM was published in the 
Federal Register on June 23, 1983 (48 FR 
28663). The following comments were 
received. 

One commenter expressed the opinion 
that the system reliability requirements 
are too severe and the power setting 
limits are overly restrictive. As noted in 
the preamble of the notice of proposed 
special conditions, the FAA in 1977 
initiated development of special 
conditions for the current turbine- 
powered transport category airplanes, 
coordinating the proposals world-wide 
with all interested groups. This effort 
was continued until early 1979 when a 
final version was completed. The same 
special conditions were subsequently 
applied to all applicants. The FAA has 
determined that the special conditions 
provide the level of safety necessary to 
satisfy an equivalent safety finding on 
the issue of trading airplane 
performance for a calculated ATPCS 
reliability and to assure a minimum 


safety standard intended by the 
applicable regulations. The FAA notes 
the arguments put forth by this 
commenter; however, it has been 
determined that the special conditions, 
as issued, are necessary for acceptance 
of a system that automatically increases 
power or thrust on operating engines 
when one engine fails during takeoff. 

One other comment concerned 
wording in paragraphs D1 and E2(a) of 
the proposal about maximum takeoff 
power versus selected takeoff power as 
set by the ATPCS. The language in both 
paragraphs is meant to be the same as 
the purpose is to obtain the approved 
maximum power for the day. 

Another commenter noted that the 
applicable amendments to Part 36 of the 
FAR and Special Federal Aviation 
Regulations (SFAR) No. 27 which were 
mentioned in the notice are somewhat 
different from those established in a 
meeting with the cognizant Aircraft 
Certification Office on June 10, 1980. 
This is true because the latest 
amendments to Part 36 and SFAR No. 27 
on the date of type certification 
approvals must be complied with, 
regardless of date of application for a 
type certificate and/or supplemental 
type certificate. In this instance, 
Amendments 36-11 and 36-12 do not 
affect the applicant's airplane noise 
requirements. Therefore, this is not 
considered a burden. However, SFAR 
No. 27, Amendment 4, and a pending 
amendment may affect the 
manufacturer's engine installation. 

On commenter questioned the 
accuracy of the background description 
of the fuel control operation as outlined 
in the NPRM. The preamble has been 
changed to reflect the proper operation 
of the fuel control and its function 
relative to the ATPCS. 

One commenter pointed out what 
appears to be an inconsistency in the 
definition of Critical Time Interval and 
the associated graph relative to the 
wording “gross flight path” and 
§ 25.115(b) of the FAR, which refers to 
“net takeoff flight path.” The material 
was presented in this manner to clarify 
the application of § 25.115(b) since the 
effect of this rule is to define the gross 
and net flight paths. “Actual takeoff 
flight path” as used in § 25.115({b) is the 
same as the “gross flight path” defined 
in the special conditions. 

The same commenter stated that use 
of the word “power” instead of “thrust” 
penalizes airplane performance. The 
FAA does not agree with this 
interpretation since airplane 
performance and gross takeoff weight 
allowed are a function of the thrust 
developed by the propellor and the 
thrust is affected by the characteristics 


of the propeller efficiency during takeoff. 
The takeoff thrust developed and 
obtained from the propellor when the 
ATPCS actuates is to be used to 
determine compliance with applicable 
regulations and the special conditions. 

Type Certification Basi 

The proposed type certification basis 
for the DHC-8 series airplane with the 
ATPCS installed is Part 25 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (FAR) effective 
February 1, 1965, as amended by 
Amendments 25-1 through 25-51; Part 36 
of the FAR, including Amendments 36-1 
through 36-12; SFAR No. 27 dated 
December 12, 1973, including 
Amendments 27-1 through current 
amendment; and the special conditions 
for an ATPCS contained herein. 

Special conditions, as appropriate, are 
now issued after public notice in 
accordance with §§ 11.28 and 11.29{b). 
effective October 14, 1980, and will 
become part of the type certification 
basis in accordance with § 21.16. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 21 


Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety. 

Special Conditions 

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator. 
the following special conditions are 
issued for the De Havilland DHC-8 
series airplane equipped with an 
automatic takeoff power control system 
(ATPCS): 

A. General. With the ATPCS and 
associated systems functioning normally 
as designed, all applicable requirements 
of Part 25, except as provided in these 
special conditions, must be met without 
requiring any action by the crew to 
increase power. 

B. Definitions. 

1. Automatic Takeoff Power Control 
System (ATPCS). An ATPCS is defined 
as the entire automatic system used on 
takeoff, including all devices, both 
mechanical and electrical, that sense 
engine failure, transmit signals, actuate 
fuel controls or power levers on 
operating engines to achieve scheduled 
power increase, and furnish cockpit 
information on system operation. 

2. Critical Time Interval. When 
conducting an ATPCS takeoff, the 
critical time interval between V1 minus 
1 second and a point on the minimum 
performance, all-engine flight path 
where, assuming a simultaneous engine 
and ATPCS failure, the resulting 
minimum flight path thereafter intersects 
the Part 25 required gross flight path at 
no less than 400 feet from the takeoff 
surface.This definition is shown in the 
following graph: 
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sth ATPCS 
Engine and Flight path “ilure 


ATPCS failure and engin , 400 


Critical time 
interval 


3. Takeoff Power. Notwithstanding the performance and reliability - 3. All applicable performance 
definition of “takeoff power” in Parti of requirements: ? requirements of Part 25 must be met 
the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR). 1. An ATPCS system failure during the with an engine failure occurring at the 
“takeoff power” means the horsepower _ critical time interval must be shown to most critical point during takeoff with 
obtained from each initial power setting _ be improbable. the ATPCS system functioning. 
approved for takeoff under these special 2. The concurrent existence of an D. Power Setting. The initial takeoff 
conditions. : ATPCS failure and engine failure during power set on each engine at the 
C. Performance Regiirements. The the critical time interval must be shown _ beginning of the takeoff roll may not be. 
applicant must comply with these to be extremely improbable. less than: 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 205 / Friday, October 21, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


1. Ninety (90) percent of the power 
level set by the ATPCS (the maximum 
takeoff power approved for the airplane 
under existing conditions); 

2. That required to permit normal 
operation of all safety-related systems 
and equipment dependent upon engine 
power or power level position; or 

"3. That shown to be free of hazardous 
engine response characteristics when 
power is advanced from the initial 
takeoff power level to the maximum 
approved takeoff power. 

E. Powerplant Controls. 

1. In addition to the requirements of 
§ 25.1141, no single failure or 
malfunction, or probable combination 
thereof, of the ATPCS system, including 
associated systems, may cause 
failure of any powerplant furfction 
necessary for safety. 

2. The ATPCS must be designed to: 

a. Apply power on the operating 
engine, following an engine failure 
during takeoff, to achieve the selected 
takeoff power without exceeding engine 
operating limits; 

b. Permit manual decrease or increase 
in power up to the maximum takeoff 
power approved for the airplane under 
existing conditions through the use of 
the power lever, except that for aircraft 
equipped with limiters that 
automatically prevent engine operating 
limits from being exceeded under 
existing conditions, other means may be 
used to increase the maximum level of 
power controlled by the power levers in 
the event of an ATPCS failure, provided 
the means is located on or forward of 
the power levers, is easily identified and 
operated under all operating conditions 
by a single action of either pilot with the 
hand that is normally used to actuate 
the power levers, and meets the 
requirements of § 25.777, paragraphs (a), 
(b), and {c); 

c. Provide a means:to verify to the 
flightcrew prior to takeoff that the 
ATPCS is in a condition to operate; and 

d. Provide a means for the flightcrew 
to deactivate the automatic function. 
This means must be designed to prevent 
inadvertent deactivation. 


F. Powerplant Instruments. In addition” 


to the requirements of § 25.1305: 

1. A means must be provided to 
indicate when the ATPCS is in the 
armed or ready condition; and ‘ 

2. If the inherent flight characteristics 
of the airplane do no provide adequate 
warning that an engine has failed, a 
warning system that is independent of 
the ATPCS must be provided to give the 
pilot a clear warning of any engine 
failure during takeoff. 

(Secs. 313(a), 601, 603, Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1354{a), 1421, 


- 


and 1423); 49 U.S.C. 106{g) (Revised. Pub. L. 
97-449, January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.28 
and 11.29(b)) 

Note.—This action affects only certain 
unusual or novel design features on one 
mode! series of airplanes. It is not a rule of 
general applicability and affects only the 
manfacturer who applied to the FAA for 
approval of these features on the airplane. 

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on October 
6, 1983. 

Frederick M. Issac, 

Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 
{FR Doc. 83-28693 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am| 

BILLING CODE 4910-13-m 


14 CFR Part 39 
[Docket No. 80-NW-62-AD; Amdt. 39-4749] 


Airworthiness Airbus 
Industrie Model A300 Series Airpianes 
AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 

ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adds a new 


airworthiness directive (AD) applicable 
to Airbus Industrie Model A300 series 
airplanes which requires modification of 
the ground/flight detection circuit that 
supplies electrical power to the pitot 
probe heaters. This action is necessary 
to prevent the failure of pitct probe 
heaters which could result in a loss of 
all airspeed indications. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 28, 1963. 
ADDRESSES: The service bulletin 
specified in this AD may be obtained 
upon request to Airbus Industrie, Airbus 
Support Division, Avenue Didier Daurat. 
31700 Blagnac, France or may be 
examined at the address shown below. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Sulmo Mariano, Foreign Aircraft 
Certification Branch, ANM-—150S, Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region, 9010 East 
Marginal Way South, Seattle, 
Washington, telephone (206) 431-2979. 
Mailing address: FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington 
98168. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Direction Generale de I Aviation Civile 
(DGAC) has declared Airbus Industrie 
Service Bulletin A300-30-026 as 
mandatory. One incident has been 
reported wherein a model A300 airplane 
experienced a complete loss of the 
Captain's, First Officer's, and the 
standby airspeed indicators. This 
condition lasted for approximately 15 
minutes in heavy icing conditions and 
affected all systems dependent upon 
airspeed, including pitch trim and 
autopilot. The problem was determined 


to have resulted from a failure of the 
ground/ flight detection circuit which 
provides electrical power to all three 
pitot probe heaters. In the present 
configuration, a single failure may result 
in insufficient electical power to ail pitot 
probe heaters. The service bulletin 
prescribes a modification to prevent the 
problem from reoccurring. 

A l to amend Part 39 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations to include 
an airworthiness directive 


heated was published in the Federal 
Register on July 27, 1981 (48 FR 38376). 

The comment period closed on August 
28, 1981, and interested parties have 
been afforded an opportunity to 
participate in the making of this 

amendment. Only one comment was 
received and it stated no objection to 
the proposal. 

In the interim, Airbus Industrie issued 
a new revision to Service Bulletin A300— 
30-026. The latest revision of the service 
bulletin introduces minor changes which 
do not create an additional burden to 
the operators. The AD will make 
reference to the latest revision. 

The sole operator of U.S. registered 
Mode! A300 airplanes has estimated 
that the total cost impact of this action 
will be approximately $32,500. For these 
reasons, this rule is not considered to be 
a major rule under the criteria of 
Executive Order 12291. No small entities 
within the meaning of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act are affected. 

Therefore, the FAA has determined 
that air safety and the public interest 
require the adoption of the rule with the 
change mentioned above. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 

PART 39—[ AMENDED] 

Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 

§ 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation 

Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) is amended 

by adding the following new 

airworthiness directive: 

Airbus Industrie: Applies to all model A300 
series airplanes listed in Airbus Industrie 
Service Bulletin A300-30-026, certificated 
in all categories. To prevent loss of all 

indications, accomplish the 
following within the next 1800 flight 
hours after the effective date of this AD. 
unless already accomplished: 

A. Modify the pitet prebe heater in 
accordance with Airbus Industrie Service 
Bulletin A300-30-026, Revision 6, dated April. 
9, 1982. 





B. Alternate means of compliance which 
porvide an oe. level of safety may be 


used if approved by the Manager, Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA. Northwest 


Mountain Region. 

C. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate as to a base for the 

accomplishment of inspections and/or 
modifications required by this AD. 

This amendment becomes effective 
November 28, 1983. 

(Sections 313{a), 314({a), 601 through 610. and 
1102 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 
U.S.C. 1354{a). 1421 through 1430, and 1502): 
49 U.S.C. 106{g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89) 

Note.—For the reasons discussed earlier in 
the preamble, the FAA has determined that 
this regulation is not considered to be major 
under Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 1979); 
and it is further certified under the criteria of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act that this rule 
will not have a significant economic effect on 
a substantial number of smal] entities. A final 
evaluation has been prepared for this 
regulation and has been placed in the docket. 
A copy of it may be obtained by contacting 
the person identified under the caption “FoR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.” 

Issued in Seattle, Washington on October 
12, 1983. 

Wayne J. Barlow, 

Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 83-28686 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am| 

BILLING CODE 4910-13-™ 


14 CFR Part 39 
[Docket No. 83-NM-55-AD; Amdt. 39-4750] 


Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 757 and 767 Series Airpianes 
AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 

ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adds a new 
airworthiness directive (AD) which 
requires inspection and rework of the 
cabin pressure control valve on Boeing 
757 and 767 airplanes. During ground 
testing, two separate types of failures of 
the valve assembly occurred. This 
action is necessary because in either 
case, a similar failure in flight may 
result in rapid cabin decompression. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 28, 1983. 
ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
bulletins may be obtained from: Boeing 
Commercial Airplane Company, P.O. 
Box 3707, Seattle, Washington 98124. 
This information may also be examined 
at the address listed below. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Robert C. McCracken, Systems and 
Equipment Branch, ANM-1308S, Seattle 


Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region, 9010 East 
Marginal Way South, Seattle, 
Washington, telephone (206) 431-2947. 
Mailing address: FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington 
98168. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
proposal to amend Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations to adopt an 
airworthiness directive which requires 
inspection and rework of the cabin 
pressure contro! valve on Boeing 757 
and 767 airplanes was published in the 
Federal Register on July 11, 1983 (48 FR 
31663). This action is necessary to 
inspect and rework defective outflow 
valves, as necessary, to minimize the 
likelihood of outflow valve failures. 

The comment period for the NPRM, 
which ended August 26, 1983, afforded 
interested persons an opportunity to 
participate in the making of this 
amendment. Due consideration has been 
given to all comments received. One 
industry group, representing operators of 
Boeing 757 and 767 airplanes, suggested 
that the compliance period for 
inspection and rework of the outflow 
valve be extended from 500 hours time 
in service to a longer time which would 
allow for possible delays in obtaining 
kits from the vendor. A check with the 
outflow valve supplier indicates that an 
extension would assure that no delay in 
compliance would result if the airplane 
operators placed orders promptly. An 
increase of the compliance period to 750 
hours is appropriate and the rule has 
been changed accordingly. 

In an additional comment, it was 
noted that the stop striker which can 
fracture is only subjected to impact 
when the pressurization is under manual 
control and is driven to the full open 
position. Discussions with the airplane 
manufacturer, however, indicate that 
this condition can occur while under 
automatic control. Therefore, the 
inspection is still considered necessary. 

After a careful review of all available 
data, including the comments above, the 
FAA has determined that air safety and 
the public interest require the adoption 
of the proposed rule with a change in the 
compliance period as previously noted. 
Approximately 33 U.S. registered 
airplanes will be affected by this AD. It 
is estimated that 5 manhours per 
airplane will be required to complete the 
procedures required by this AD and that 
average labor cost is $40 per manhour. 
Based on these figures, the total cost to 
U.S. operators is estimated at $6,600. For 
these reasons, this rule is not considered 
to be a major rule under the criteria of 
Executive Order 12291. No small entities 
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within the meaning of the regulatory 
Flexibility Act will be affected. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 
Adoption of the Amendment 


Acordingly, pursuant to the authority, 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
§ 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) is amended 
by adding the following new 
airworthiness directive: 


Boeing: Applies to Boeing Model 767 and 757 
series airplanes identified in the Boeing 
Service Bulletins listed in paragraph A.. 
below. To prevent the loss of 
pressurization control due to failure of 
the cabin pressure control, accomplish 
the following within 750 hours time in 
service after the effective date of this 
AD, unless already accomplished: 


A. Inspect and rework outflow valve 
actuators per Boeing Service Bulletins 757- 
21-9 or 767-21-13 dated May 23, 1983, and 
March 31, 1983, respectively as applicable, or 
later FAA approved revisions. 

B. Rework the outflow valve assemblies 
per Boeing Service Bulletins 757-21-9 or 767- 
21-15, Rev. 1, dated May 23, 1983, and March 
31, 1983, respectively, as applicable, or later 
FAA approved revisions. 

C. Alternate means of compliance which 
provide an equivalent level of safety may be 
used when approved by the Manager, Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region. 

D. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a base for the 
accomplishment of inspections and/or 
modifications required by this AD. 

All persons affected by this directive who 
have not already received the service 
bulletin{s) may obtain copies upon request 
from the Boeing Commercial Airplane 
Company, P.O. Box 3707, Seattle, Washington 
98124. These documents may also be 
examined at the FAA, Northwest Mountain 
Region, 9010 East Marginal Way South, 
Seattle, Washington. 


This amendment becomes effective 
November 28, 1983. 


(Secs. 313({a), 314{a), and 601 through 610, and 
1102 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 
U.S.C. 1354{a), 1421 through 1430, and 1502): 
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89)) 


Note.—For the reasons discussed earlier in 
the preamble, the FAA has determined that 
this regulation is not considered to be major 
under Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 1979): 
and it is further certified under the criteria of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act that this rule 
will not have a significant economic effect on 
a substantial number of small entities. A final 
evaluation has been prepared for this 
regulation and has been placed in the docket. 
A copy of it may be obtained by contacting 
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the person identified under the caption “FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.” 

Issued in Seattle, Washington on October 
12, 1983. 
Wayne J. Barlow, 
Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 
{FR Doc. 63-28604 Filled 10-20-83: &45 am| 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-™ 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. 82-CE-7-AD; Amendment 39- 
4747] 

Airworthiness Directives; EMBRAER 
Modeis EMB-110P1 and EMB-110P2 
Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment revises 
Airworthiness Directives (AD) 82-05-01. 
Amendments 39-4325 and 39-4455, 
applicable to EMBRAER Models EMB- 
110P1 and EMB-110P2 airplanes. It 
changes the repetitive inspection 
interval of the wing flap actuators from 
500 hours and 1500 landings or 12 
months time-in-service, whichever 
occurs first. The manufacturer has 
established that the existing inspection 
interval can be extended without 
compromising safety in the operation of 
the affected airplanes. The revision 
makes the AD consistent with the 
manufacturer's current 
recommendations. 

Dates: Effective Date: October 26, 1983. 
Compliance: As prescribed in the body 
of the AD. 

ADDRESSES: EMBRAER Service Bulletin 
No. 110-27-043, Revision 02, dated July 
13, 1983, may be obtained from Empresa 
Brasileira de Aeronautica S/A 
(EMBRAER), P.O. Box 343-CEP 12.200, 
Sao Jose dos Campos—S. P., Brasil. A 
copy of this information is also 
contained in the Rules Docket, Office of 
the Regional Counsel, FAA, Room 1558, 
601 East 12th Street, Kansas City, 7 
Missouri 64106. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
George Carver, Systems Branch, ACE- 
130A, Atlanta Aircraft Certification 
Office, FAA, 1075 Inner Loop Road, 
College Park, Georgia 30337, Telephone 
(404) 763-7781. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FAA 
issued AD 82-05-01, Amendment 39- 
4325 (47 FR 8155, 8156) applicable to 
EMBRAER Models EMB-110P1 and 
EMB-110P2 airplanes which required 
installation of improved design wing 
flap actuators on or before September 
30, 1982, and imposed continuing special 
inspection and adjustment procedures 


on both the improved and replaced 
actuators. Amendment 39-4455 (47 FR 
39135) revised AD 82-05-01 by 
increasing the 250 hours time-in-service 
interval for the repetitive inspection to 
500 hours time-in-service. Subsequent to 
the issuance of this amendment, the 
manufacturer has conducted extensive 
endurance testing on the improved 
actuator which substantiates that these 
inspection intervals could be increased 
to 1500 landings or 12 months without 
adversely affecting safety. Accordingly, 
it issued Revision 02, dated July 13, 1983, 
to EMBRAER Service Bulletin No. 110- 
27-043 which updated the time-in- 
service between recommended 
inspections for 500 hours to 1500 
landings or 12 months, whichever occurs 
first. Based on the foregoing, the FAA is 
again revising AD 82-05-01 by changing 
the repetitive inspection interval 
specified in paragraph (A) to correspond 
to the revised Service Bulletin and by 
referencing said revised Service 
Bulletin. This revision makes the AD 
consistent with (1) the existing 
manufacturer’s recommendations on the 
subject and (2) information available to 
the FAA subsequent to the issuance of 
the original AD and revisions. The FAA 
finds that it will not reduce the levels of 
safety established by the present AD as 
revised. Accordingly, since it is in 
interest of safety and imposes no 
additional burden on any person, notice 
and public procedure hereon are 
unnecessary and good cause exists for 
making the amendment effective in less 
than 30 days. 


List of Subject in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 


‘Adoption of the Amendment 


PART 39—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
AD 82-05-01, Amendments 39-4325 (47 
FR 8155, 8156) and 39-4455 (47 FR 
39135), § 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) is 
amended as follows: 


(1) Restate paragraph (A) to read as 
follows: 

“A) Within the next 50 hours time-in- 
service after March 1, 1982, and thereafter at 
intervals not to exceed 1500 landings or 12 
months time-in-service, whichever occurs 
first.” 

(2) Restate subparagraph A)7) to read as 
follows: 

“7. If any of the items inspected in Section 
5 and 6 above are not satisfactory, repair or 
overhaul the actuator in accordance with 
EEMC, document 27-55-02, or replace, as 
necessary.” 

(3) Restate the sentence following 
paragraph (D) to read as follows: 


EMBRAER Service Bullotin No. 110-27-043, 
Revision 02, dated july 13, 1983, covers the 
subject matter of this AD.” 


This amendment becomes effective on 
October 26, 1983. 


(Secs. 313{a). 601 and 603 of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958, as amended (49 U.S.C. 
1354(a). 1421 and 1423}; 49 U.S.C. 106{g) 
(Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, January 12, 1983): 
Sec. 11.89 of the Federal Aviation Regulations 
(14 CFR 11.89} 

Note.—As discussed earlier in the 
preamble, the FAA has determined that this 
document involves an amendment which 
updates existing rulemaking action to make it 
consistent with current available information 
on the subject without any reduction in the 
level of safety in the operation of these 
airplanes. Further, it does not impose any 
additional burden on any person. Therefore, 
(1) it is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291, and (2) it is not a “significant 
rule” under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 1979}. 
Because its anticipated impact is so minimal, 
it does not warrant preparation of a 
regulatory evaluation. 

Issued in Kansas City, Missouri, on 
October 11, 1983. 

John E. Shaw, 

Acting Director. Central Region. 
[FR Doc. 63-28697 Filed 10-20-83: 845 am} 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 ° 
[Docket No. 83-NM-89-AD; Amdt. 39-4753] 


Airworthiness Directives; DeHavilland 
Aircraft of Canada, Ltd. Model DHC-7 
Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adds a new 
airworthiness directivce (AD) applicable 
to DeHavilland Aircraft of Canada, Ltd. 
Model DHC-7 airplanes which requires 
periodic functional checks of the ground 
spoiler system. It has been found that a 
possible dormant failure mode exists 
which would not be detected by normal 
flight operations. This condition could 
lead to uncommanded ground spoiler 
deployment during flight compromising 
controllability of the airplane. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 2, 1983. 
ADDRESSES: The service bulletin 
specified in this AD may be obtained 
upon request to DeHavilland Aircraft of 
Canada, Ltd., Garratt Blvd., Downsview, 
Ontario M3K 1Y5, Canada, or may be 
examined at the address shown below. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Sulmo Mariano, Foreign Aircraft 
Certification Branch, ANM-150S, Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, 





Northwest Mountain Region, 9010 East 


South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington 
98168. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Canadian Department of Transport 
(DOT) has issued an airworthiness 
directive mandating compliance with 
DeHavilland Aircraft of Canada, Ltd. 
Alert Service Bulletin A7-27-56. 

Investigation has shown that the pilot 
valve of ground spoiler valve No. 2, 
introduced by modification No. 7/1732, 
may fail in the open position. A 
subsequent failure of the selector valve 
No. 1 in the open position may result in 
an ground spoiler 
deployment during flight. The service 
bulletin prescribes periodic functional 
checks of the ground spoiler system and 
corrective action, if needed. 

This airplane model is manufactured 
in Canada and type certificated in the 
United States under the provisions of 
§ 21.29 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations and the applicable 
airworthiness bilateral agreement. 

Since this condition is likely to exist 
or develop on airplanes of this model 
registered in the United States, the FAA 
has determined that an AD is necessary 
which requires periodic checks of the 
ground spoiler system and corrective 
action, if necessary. 

Further, since a situation exists that 
requires the immediate adoption of this 
regulation, it is found that notice and 
public procedure hereon are 
impracticable and good cause exists for 
making this amendment effective in less 
than 30 days. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 
Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 

§ 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation 

Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) is amended 

by adding the following new 

airworthiness directive: 

DeHavilland Aircraft of Canada, Ltd.: Applies 
to DeHavilland model DHC-~7 airplanes. 
certificated in all categories, which are 
equipped with ground spoiler valves 
installed in nce with 
DeHavilland modification No. 7/1732. To 
detect failures of the pilot valve of the 
ground spoiler valve No. 2, accomplish 
the following, unless previously 
accomplished: 


A. Within 25 flight hours from the effective 
date of this AD, perform an operational check 
of the ground spoiler system, and take 
appropriate corrective action, if necessary, in 


accordance with the Accomplishment 
Instructions of DeHavilland Aircraft of 
Canada, Ltd., Alert Service Bulletin A7-27- 
56, dated June 28, 1983. 

B. Repeat the functional checks of 
paragraph A. at intervals not to exceed 800 
flight hours. 

C. Alternate means of compliance which 
provide an equivalent level of safety may be 
used when approved by the Manager, Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region. 

D. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a base for the 
accomplishment of inspections and/or 
modifications required by this AD. 


This amendment becomes effective 
November 2, 1983. 


(Secs. 313({a), 314{a), 601 through 610, and 
1102 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1956 (49 
U.S.C. 1354{a}, 1421 through 1430, and 1502); 
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89) 

Note.—The FAA has determined that this 
regulation is an emergency regulation that is 
not major under Section 8 of E.O. 12291. It is 
impracticable for the agency to follow the 
procedures of Order 12291 with respect to 
this rule since the rule must be issued 
immediately to correct an unsafe condition in 
aircraft. It has been further determined that 
this document involves an emergency 
regulation under DOT Regulatory Policies 
and Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979). If this action is subsequently 
determined to involve a significant/major 
regulation, a final regulatory evaluation or 
analysis, as appropriate, will be prepared and 
placed in the regulatory docket (otherwise, an 
evaluation or analysis is not required). A 
copy of it, when filed, may be obtained by 
contacting the person identified under the 
caption “FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT.” 

Issued in Seattle, Washington on October 
13, 1983. 
Wayne J. Barlow, 
Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 


{FR Doc. 83-28689 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 


14 CFR Part 39 
[Docket No. 83-NM-34-AD; Amdt. 39-4752] 


Airworthiness Directives; AMI 
industries, inc., Seat Model 716 and 
865 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adds a new 
airworthiness directive (AD) that 
requires installation of seat frame 
braces on certain crew seats. This AD is 
required to preclude seat failure which 
could result in injuries under forward 
loading conditions less than those 
required by TSO-C39. 
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EFFECTIVE DATE: November 28, 1983. 


ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
information may be obtained from AMI 
Industries, Inc., P.O. Box 370, Colorado 
Springs, Colorado 80901. This 
information also may be examined at 
the FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 
17900 Pacific Highway South, Seattle. 
Washington, or Denver Aircraft 
Certification Office, 10455 East 25th 
Avenue, Suite 307, Aurora, Colorado. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Woodford R. Boyce, Manager, 
Denver Aircraft Certification Office, 
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 10455 
East 25th Avenue, Suite 307, Aurora, 
Colorado 80010; telephone (303) 340- 
5575. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: There 
has been an occurrence in which the 
crew seats manufactured by AMI 
Industries failed during a survivable 
emergency landing in which occupants 
were injured. Additionally, TSO tests 
have been conducted verifying failure of 
the seat frame assembly at loads below 
the 9g. forward requirement. 
Investigation revealed that the seat 
frame assemblies were inadequately 
heat treated. This condition, if 
uncorrected, could contribute to 
additional occupant injury. 

The crew seats initially were acquired 
by Beech Aircraft Corporation for 
installation on Model 18 series and 
Model 65/90 series airplanes, but may 
be installed in other airplanes. 

Since this condition is likely to exist 
in other seats of the same type design, 
an AD is being issued that requires 
installation of the seat frame braces on 
all applicable AMI crew seat Models 716 
and 865 in accordance with AMI Service 
Bulletin No. 25-10-865-01. 
Accomplishment of this modification 
will correct the unsafe condition and 
retain the TSO authorization. 

A proposal to amend Part 39 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations to include 
an airworthiness directive requiring 
reinforcement of the crew seat frames 
was published in the Federal Register on 
May 9, 1983 (48 FR 20727). The comment 
period closed on June 24, 1983. 

Interested parties have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. No 
comments were received. 

The costs associated with this AD are 
estimated to be $140 for each of 1,000 
units in service. The total is estimated at 
$140,000. For these reasons, the AD is 
not considered to be a major rule under 
the critieria of Executive Order 12291. 
Few small entities within the meaning of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act would be 
affected. 
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Therefore, the FAA has determined 
that air safety and the public interest 
require the adoption of the rule as 
proposed. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 
Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
§ 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) is amended 
by adding the following new 
airworthiness directive: 


AMI Industries, Inc.: Applies to AMI crew 
seats Model 716-1, -2, -11, -12, -21 and 
-22 and Model 865-1 through -9 and -11 
typically found on but not limited to 
Beech Aircraft Corporation Model 18 
series and Model 65/90 series airplanes 
certificated in all categories. 


Compliance required within 90 days after 
the effective date of this AD unless 
previously accomplished. 

To prevent the possible failure of crew 
seats, reinforce the crew seat frame assembly 
P/N 865]10005-1 by installation of AMI 
Industries, Inc. seat frame brace kit P/N 
865K90000-1 in accordance with AMI 
Industries, Inc. Service Bulletion No. 25-10- 
865-01, dated January 31, 1983. 

An alternate means of compliance which 
provides an equivalent level of safety may be 
used when approved by the Manager, Denver 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region. 

Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a base for the 
accomplishment of inspections and/or 
modifications required by this AD. 


This amendment becomes effective 
November 28, 1983. 


(Secs. 313(a), 314{a), 601 through 610, and 
1102 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 
U.S.C. 1354{a), 1421 through 1430, and 1502); 
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89) 

Note.—For the reasons discussed earlier in 
the preamble, the FAA has determined that 
this regulation is not considered to be major 
under Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 1979); 
and it is further certified under the criteria of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act that this rule 
will not have a significant economic effect on 
a substantial number of small entities. A final 
evaluation has been prepared for this 
regulation and has been placed in the docket. 
A copy of it may be obtained by contacting 
the person identified under the caption “FoR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.” 

Issued in Seattle, Washington on October 
13, 1983. 
Wayne J. Barlow, 
Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 


[FR Doc. 83-28688 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-m 


14 CFR Part 71 
[Airspace Docket No. 83-ASW-32] 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment will alter 
the transition area and control zone at 
Laredo, TX. The intended effect of the 
amendment is to provide controlled 
airspace for aircraft executing standard 
instrument approach procedures (SIAPs) 
to the Laredo International Airport. This 
amendment is necessary at Laredo, TX, 
since a review of the designated 
airspace revealed that the airspace is 
inadequate for the protection of aircraft 
and is improperly described. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: January 19, 1984. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kenneth L. Stephenson, Airspace and 
Procedures Branch (ASW-535), Air 
Traffic Division, Southwest Region, 
Federal Aviation Administration, P.O. 
Box 1689, Fort Worth, TX 76101, 
telephone (817) 877-2630. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
History 

On August 23, 1983, a notice of 
proposed rulemaking was published in 
the Federal Register (48 FR 38246) 
stating that the Federal Aviation 
Administration proposed to alter the 
Laredo, TX, transition area and control 
zone. Interested persons were invited to 
participate in this rulemaking 
proceeding by submitting written 
comments on the proposal to the Federal 
Aviation Administration. Comments 
were received without objections. 
Except for editorial changes, this 
amendment is that proposed in the 
notice. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71 


Control zones, Transition areas, 
Aviation safety. 


Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me, by the Administrator, 
Subpart G of Part 71, § 71.181 and 
Subpart F of Part 71, § 71.171, of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 


~ Part 71) as republished in Advisory 


Circular AC 70-3A dated January 3, 
1983, are amended, effective 0901, 
G.m.t., January 19, 1984, as follows: 


Subpart F, § 71.171 


Laredo, TX [Revised] 

Within a 5-mile radius of the Laredo 
international Airport (latitude 27°32'40” N., 
ee ee 

Mexico being excluded. This control zone is 
effective during the specific dates and times 
established in advance by a Notice to 
Airmen. The effective dates and times will 
thereafter be continuously published in the 
Airport/Facility Directory. 


Subpart G, § 71.181 


Laredo, TX [Revised] 

That airspace extending upward from 700 
feet above the surface within an 8.5-mile 
radius of the Laredo International Airport 
(latitude 27°32'40” N., longitude 99°27'40" W.); 
and within 5 miles each side of 003° bearing 
of the airport, extending from the 8.5-mile 
radius area to 15 miles north; and within 5 
miles each side of the Laredo VORTAC 141° 
and 328° radials, extending from the 8.5-mile 
radius area to 10 miles southeast and 20 miles 
northwest of the VORTAC. That airspace 
within Mexico is excluded. 

(Sec. 307(a), Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as 
amended (49 U.S.C. 1348{a)); Sec. 6{c), 
(Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, January 12, 1983); 
and 14 CFR 11.61(c)) 

Note.—The FAA has determined that this 
regulation only involves an established body 
of technical regulations for which frequent 
and routine amendments are necessary to 
keep them operationally current. It, 
therefore—({1) Is not a “major rule” under 
Executive Order 12291; (2) is not a 
“significant rule” under DOT Regulatory 
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034; 
February 26, 1979); and (3) does not warrant 
preparation of a regulatory evaluation as the 
anticipated impact is so minimal. Since this is 
a routine matter that will only affect air 
traffic pi and air navigation, it is 
certified that this rule, when promulgated, 
will not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act. 

Issued in Fort Worth, TX, on October 14, 
1983. : 

F. E. Whitfield, 

Acting Director, Southwest Region. 
[FR Doc. 83-28690 Filed 10-20-83; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 
21 CFR Parts 182 and 184 
[Docket No. 78N-0018] 

GRAS Status of Papain 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 





suMMaRy: The Food and Drug 
Administration ee is affirming that 
papain is generally es as safe 
(GRAS) as a direct human food 

ingredient. The safety of this ingredient 
has been evaluated under the 
comprehensive safety review conducted 
by the agency. 

DaTE: Effective November 21, 1983. The 
Direcior of the Federal Register 
approves the incorporation by reference 
of certain publications in 21 CFR 
184.1585 effective on November 21, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John W. Gordon, Bureau of Foods (HFF- 
335), Food and Drug Administration, 200 
C St. SW., Washington, DC 20204, 202- 
426-5487. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In the 
Federal Register of July 21, 1978 (43 FR 
31349}, FDA published a proposal to 
affirm that papain is GRAS for use as a 
direct human food ingredient. FDA 
published this preposal in accordance 
with its annoux:ced review of the safety 
of GRAS and prior-sanctioned food 
ingredients. 

Subsequently, the agency published a 
tentative final rule in the Federal 
Register of August 31, 1982 (47 FR 
38347), in which FDA proposed not to 
include the levels of use or food 
categories that appeared in the proposal 
and to change the specifications for 
papain. The agency provided an 
opportunity for public comment on these 
proposed changes. In addition, the 
preamble to the tentative final rule 
contained a discussion of several new 
studies that had been submitted for the 
agency's review. 

One comment was received in 
response to the tentative final rule on 
papain. A trade association of food 
enzyme manufacturers generally 
endorsed the conclusions of the 
tentative final rule. 

Therefore, the agency is adopting this 
final rule with no changes. 

The agency has previously determined 
under 21 CFR 25.24(d)}(6) (proposed 
December 11, 1979; 44 FR 71742) that this 
action is of a type that does not 
individually or cumulatively have a 
significant impact on the human 
environment. FDA has not received any 
new information or commen.3 that 
would alter its previous determination. 

In accordance with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, the agency previously 
considered the potential effects that this 
rule would have on smail entities, 
including small businesses. in 
accordance with section 605(b) of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, the agency 
has determined that no significant 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities would derive from this action. 


FDA has not received any new 
information or comments that would 
alter its previous determination. 

In accordance with Executive Order 
12291, the agency has previously 
considered the potential economic 
effects of this final rule. As announced 
in the tentative final rule, the agency has 
determined that the rule is not a major 
rule as determined by the Order. FDA 
has not received any new information or 
comments that would alter its previous 
determination. 

The agency's findings of no major 
economic impact and no significant 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities, and the evidence supporting 
these findings, are contained in a 
threshold assessment which may be 
seen in the Dockets Management Branch 
(HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, between 9 
a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday. 


List of Subjects 
21 CFR Part 182 


Generally recognized as safe (GRAS) 
food ingredients, Spices and 
flavorings. 


21 CFR Part 184 


Direct food ingredients, Food 
ingredients, Generally recognized as 
safe (GRAS) food ingredients, 
Incorporation by reference. 


Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 201(s), 
409, 701(a), 52 Stat. 1055, 72 Stat. 1784— 
1788 as amended (21 U.S.C. 321(s), 348, 
371(a)) and under authority delegated to 
the Commissioner of Food and Drugs (21 
CFR 5.10), Parts 182 and 184 are 
amended as follows: 


PART 182—SUBSTANCES 
GENERALLY RECOGNIZED AS SAFE 


§ 182.1585 [Removed] 
1. Part 182 is amended by removing 
§ 182.1585 Papain. 


PART 184—DIRECT FOOD 
SUBSTANCES AFFIRMED AS 
GENERALLY RECOGNIZED AS SAFE 


2. Part 184 is amended by adding new 
§184.1585, to read as follows: 


§ 184.1585 Papain. 

(a) Papain (CAS Reg. No. 9001-73-4) is 
a proteolytic enzyme derived from 
Carica papaya L. Crude latex containing 
the enzyme is collected from slashed 
unripe papaya. The food-grade product is 
obtained by repeated filtration of the 
crude latex or an aqueous solution of 
latex or by precipitation from an 
aqueous solution of latex. The resulting 
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enzyme preparation may be used in a 
liquid or dry form. 

(b) The ingredient meets the 
specifications of the Food Chemicals 
Codex, 3d Ed. (1981), pp. 107-110, which 
is incorporated by reference. Copies are 
available from the National Academy 
Press, 2101 Constitution Ave. NW., 
Washington, DC 20418, or available for 
inspection at the Office of the Federal 
Register, 1100 L St. NW., Washington, 
DC 20408. 

(c) In accordance with § 184.1(b){1), 
the ingredient is used in food with no 
limitation other than currect good 
manufacturing practice. The affirmation 
of this ingredient as generally 
recognized as safe (GRAS) as a direct 
human food ingredient is based upon the 
following current good manufacturing 
conditions of use: 

(1) The ingredient is used as an 
enzyme as defined in § 170.3({0)(9) of this 
chapter; processing aid as defined in 
§ 170.3(0)(24) of this chapter; and 
texturizer as defined in § 170.3(0)(32) of 
this chapter. 

(2) The ingredient is used in food at 
levels not to exceed current good 
manufacturing practice. 

(d) Prior sanctions for this ingredient 
different from the uses established in 
this section do not exist or have been 
waived. 

Effective date: This regulation shall be 

effective November 21, 1983. 
(Secs. 201(s), 409, 701(a), 52 Stat. 1055, 72 Stat. 
1784-1788 as amended (21 U.S.C. 321{s), 348, 
371(a})) 

Dated: October 7, 1983. 

William F. Randolph, 

Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs.. 

[FR Doc. 63-28655 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of indian Affairs 
25 CFR Part 114 


Special Deposits 


AGENCY: Bureau of indian Affairs, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Bureau of Indian Affairs 
is publishing a final rule document 
which will provide procedures required 
to determine final ownership of funds 
which are on deposit in account 14X6703 
“Indian Moneys, Proceeds of Labor 
Escrow Account—Pending 
Determination of Ownership.” These 
funds are balances as of September 30, 
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1982, and interest accrued prior to that 
date, which have been transferred from 
account 14X8500 “Indian Moneys, 
Proceeds of Labor” pursuant to the 
Interior Department's FY 1982 
Supplemental Appropriation Act. These 
rules will set forth procedures for the 
final determination of ownership of the 
funds and their eventual distribution to 
the rightful individual indians and/or 
tribes. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: This rule document will 
become effective November 21, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Thomas A. Stangl, Chief, Division of 
Program Development and , 
Implementation, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, Room 4606, 1951 Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20245, 
telephone number (202) 343-2128. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
final rule is published in exercise of 
authority delegated by the Secretary of 
the Interior to the Assistant Secretary— 
Indian Affairs by 209 DM 8. 

“Indian Moneys, Proceeds of Labor” 
(IMPL, account 14X8500), are 
miscellaneous receipts collected by the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) at BIA 
agencies and schools. Under authority 
found in 25 U.S.C. 162a, IMPL funds 
were included as a part of the BIA 
investment program. Prior to publication 
of 25 CFR 114 (formerly numbered 25 
CFR 103b), interest earned from the 
investment of “special deposits” was 
deposited into the IMPL accounts. 

Subsequent to publication of 25 CFR 
Part 114, interest earned on “special 
deposits” for the period beginning April 
1, 1981, has been credited to the 
particular “special deposit” account on 
which the interest was earned. These 
final regulations were developed to 
prescribe the procedures to be followed 
to determine ownership of the funds in 
account 14X8500 “Indian Moneys, 
Proceeds of Labor” as of September 30, 
1982, which represents interest earned 
on “special deposits” and deposited into 
the IMPL accounts prior to the period 
ending March 31, 1981. 

The following Acts have been passed 
leading to these regulations: (1) Pub. L. 
97-100, dated December 23, 1981, 95 
Stat. 1391 (the Fiscal Year 1982 Interior 
Department Appropriations Act); and (2) 
Pub. L. 97-257, dated September 10, 
1982, 96 Stat. 83 (the Fiscal Year 1982 
Interior Department Supplemental 
Appropriations Act). 

Public Law 97-257 amended Pub. L. 
97-100 and directs that: “No funds shall 
be deposited in such “Indian money, 
proceeds of labor’ (IMPL) accounts after 
September 30, 1982. The unobligated 
balance in IMPL accounts as of the close 
of business on September 30, 1982, 


4 


including the income resulting from the © 
investment of funds from such accounts 
prior to such date, shall be transferred 
toand held in escrow accounts at the 
locations of the IMPL accounts from 
which they are transferred. Funds in 
such escrow accounts may be invested 

* * * and the investment income added 
to such accounts. The Secretary shall 
determine no later than September 30, 
1985 (after consultation with appropriate 
tribes and individual Indians), the extent 
to which the funds held in such escrow 
accounts represent income from the 
investment of special deposits relating 
to specific tribes or individual Indians. 
Upon such determination by the 
Secretary and express acceptance of the 
determination by the beneficiary, the 
Secretary shall transfer such funds to 
trust accounts for such tribes or 
individual Indians * * *.” The Act 
authorizes the utilization of up to 10 
percent of the funds transferred for costs 
of legal or other representation relating 
to claims for such funds; and up to 2 
percent to reimburse the BIA for 
administrative expenses incurred in 
determining ownership of the funds. The 
Act further authorizes the expenditure 
during the period of October 1, 1985 
through September 30, 1987, of the funds 
remaining in such escrow accounts, 

“* * * subject to the approval of the 
Secretary for any purpose authorized 
under the Act of November 2, 1921 (42 
Stat. 208; 25 U.S.C. 13) and requested by 
the respective governing bodies of the 
tribes at the locations where such 
accounts are maintained.” (The funds 
may be expended before October 1, 1985 
if a Secretarial determination on 
ownership and appropriate fund 
transfers have been completed.) The Act 
finally provides that any unobligated 
balances in the escrow accounts as of 
the close of business on September 30, 
1987 shall be deposited into 
miscellaneous receipts of the 
U.S.Treasury. 

These regulations are being published 
to set forth the procedures governing the 
determination of ownership and final 
distribution of funds which were on 
deposit in account 14X8500 “Indian 
Moneys, Proceeds of Labor” as of 
September 30, 1982 (including interest 
accrued prior to that date) and which 
have been transferred to account 
14X6703 “Indian Moneys, Proceeds of 
Labor Escrow Account—Pending 
Determination of Ownership” at the 
same locations where they are on 
deposit. Publication of these procedures 
as final regulations constitutes part of 
the consultation with interested tribes 
and individual Indians required by Pub. 
L. 97-257. 


On March 24, 1983 there was 
published in the Federal Register (48 FR 
12392) proposed regulations for Special 
Deposits. 

Written comments were received from 
four tribes and one law firm on behalf of 
the Indian Tribes it represents. All 
comments timely received with respect 
to the.proposed rules were carefully 
considered. Most of the comments 
received addressed Section 114.5, 
Distribution of the IMPL Escrow 
Account. 

One tribe commented on paragraph 
(a)(5), Determination of Potential 
Beneficiaries of Section 114.5, and 
expressed opposition to the proposed 
formula for distributing the funds. Their 
suggestion was that separate and 
independent audits of the IMPL Escrow 
Account be conducted at each 
individual agency to have an equitable 
distribution of all income earned from 
investment of special deposits. 
Conducting full audits at each agency is 
not required and would be too costly. 
Therefore, distributions will be made 
utilizing the formula provided in 
§ 114.5({a)(5). However, if clear 
documented records exist at agencies to 
identify specific amounts, then the 
agencies may use them providing that 
the records be made available for public’ 
review upon request. Paragraph (a) of 
§ 114.5 has been amended to include a 
new subparagraph (7) which states this. 

Comments from another tribe 
addressed paragraph (b)(4), Notification 
of determination of potential ’ 
beneficiaries of § 114.5, and expressed 
concern that the potential owners would 
be required to complete acceptance 
forms prior to receiving any funds. Their 
particular concern was that notifying 
potential owners would be a difficult 
task. They suggested that the 
Superintendent be given the authority to 
complete acceptance forms on behalf of 
allottees who could not be contacted. 
Having the Superintendent sign the 
acceptance forms for an absentee 
potential beneficiary would merely 
establish another account from which 
funds could not be distributed. The 
agencies will continue to utilize every 
means possible (i.e., media, bulletin 
boards, newspapers, etc.) to notify 
potential owners. 

Another tribe commented on 
paragraph (f)(2), Distribution of Residual 
Funds of § 114.5, and requested that the 
regulations be revised to state that any 
residual funds remaining after 
September 30, 1987, be transferred into 
the appropriate Tribal Treasury account 
instead of the United States Treasury. 
This request cannot be honored as the 
law specifically states that any 
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September 30, 1987, at the locations 
where such accounts are maintained 


governing bodies of the tribes. 
Another tribe commented that the 
funds should be allocated to the same 
purpose that generated them and should 
be allocated proportionally to the tribes 
that generated the funds. The 
regulations set forth procedures to make 


distributed to the potential beneficiaries 
on a formula basis. The formula takes 
into account the relative interest of 
recipients (tribe or individual) of the 

which earned the interest 
which was deposited in the IMPL 
account. 

The comments received from a law 
firm were received after the due date set 
forth in the proposed regulations. 
However, the letter was reviewed and 
acknowledged in paragraph (d)}(4). 
Distribution, of § 114.5. The firm 
proposed a clarification of the 
regulations to leave no doubt that it is 
the tribes and individuals (and not the 
United States) that may use up to ten 
percent of their IMPL funds for payment 
of legal and other related costs. As no 
change but only a clarification is 
involved, the words “by the beneficiary” 
have been inserted in paragraph (d){4) 
of § 114.5. The paragraph now reads: 
“Not more than ten percent (10%) of the 
funds which may be transferred to a 
trust account for any tribe, or to an ITM 
account for an individual, may be 
utilized by the beneficiary to pay for 
legal or other representation relating to 
claims for such funds.” 

The primary author of this rule is 
Thomas A. Stangl, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, telephone number (202) 343- 
2128. 

The Department of the Interior has 
determined that this document is not a 
majer rule under the criteria established 
by Executive Order 12291 and certifies 
that it does not have a significant 
economic effect on a substantial number 
of small entities under the criteria 
established by the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act. It is estimated that it involves the 
disposition of less than $20 million 
which will be distributed among some 
200,000 individual Indians, as well as a 
number of Indian tribes. 

This final rule does not contain 
information collection requirements 


which require approval! by the Office of 
Management and Budget under 44 U.S.C. 
3504(h) et seg. 

The Department of Interior has 
determined that this document does not 
constitute a major Federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 


List of Subjects in 25 CFR Part 114 
Accounting, Indian—business and 
finance. 
Part 114 of Chapter I of Title 25 of the 


Code of Federal Regulations is hereby 
revised to reas as follows: 


PART 114—SPECIAL DEPOSITS 


Sec. 

114.1 Purpose and scope. 

114.2 Definitions. 

114.3 Investment of special deposit funds. 

1144 Payment and distribution of interest 

on special deposit funds. 

114.5 Distribution of IMPL Escrow Account. 
Authority: 25 U.S.C. 2; 25 U.S.C. 9; Pub. L. 

97-100; and Pub. L. 97-257. 


§114.1 Purpose and scope. 

The purpose of these regulations is to 
set forth the conditions governing the 
deposit, investment, and distribution of 
interest on funds held by the Bureau in 
special deposits; and to provide 
procedures required for determination of 
ownership and distribution of funds 
which are on deposit in account 14X6703 
“Indian Moneys Proceeds of Labor 
Escrow Account—Pending 
Determination of Ownership”. 


§ 114.2 Definitions. 

(a) “Agency” means any field office of 
the Bureau officially designated as an 
Indian agency and which provides direct 
services at the local level to Indians and 
Indian tribes, who are recognized by the 
Bureau as eligible for federal services to 
Indians because of their status as 
Indians. 

(b) “Agency IMPL Escrow Account” 
means that portion of the funds in 
14X6703 identifiable to that agency. 

(c) “Beneficiary” means a potential 
beneficiary who has signed an 
acceptance. 

(d) “Bureau” or “BIA” means the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of 
the Interior. 

(e) “Claimant” means an individual 
(or a tribe) who asserts an entitlement to 
a share of the IMPL Escrow Account but 
has not been determined as a potential 
beneficiary. 

(f} “IMPL Escrow Account” means 
account 14X6703, Indian Moneys, 
Proceeds of Labor Escrow Account— 
Pending Determination of Beneficiaries, 
US. Treasury. 


(g) “Potential Beneficiary” means an 
individual or tribe determined eligible to 
share in the IMPL Escrow Account 
provided a proper acceptance is 
received on behalf of the individual or 
tribe involved. 

(h) “Principal account” means each 
separate payment or deposit of money 
to the Bureau which is held as a special 
deposit. 

(i) “Special deposit” means any 
suspense account used for the 
temporary deposit of funds which 
cannot be credited to specific accounts 
or readily distributed, including, but not 
limited to: 

(1) Advance deposits; 

(2) Advance deposits on other leases 
and permits for such Indian lands; 

(3) Advance payments and advance 
deposits required on sales of timber and 
other natural resources from such Indian 
lands; 

(4) Deposits for rights of way over 
such Indian lands and anticipated right- 
of-way damages held until such 
damages are determined; and 

(5) Deposits for grazing fees on such 
Indian lands. 

(j) “Special deposit funds” means 
those funds held in special deposits. 

{k) “Superintendent” means the 
Bureau official in charge of a Bureau 
agency. 


§ 114.3 investment of special deposit 
funds. 


It is the policy of the Bureau to invest 
all special deposit funds which have 
been paid to the Bureau on behalf of 
Indians or Indian tribes pending the 
eventual payment for the sale, lease, or 
other transfer of tribal or individual 
Indian property and funds which are 
deposited solely for the purpose of 
guaranteeing performance. 


§ 114.4 Payment and distribution of 
interest on special deposit funds. 

(a) It is the general policy of the 
Bureau that interest and earnings from 
the investment of special deposit funds 
be credited to the principal accounts 
upon which the interest was earned. 

(b) At the time that a withdrawal is 
made from a special deposit account, 
the interest earned by the principal 
account being withdrawn will be - 
computed and withdrawn from the 
account as a part of the same 
transaction. The interest earned by the 
subject principal amount will be 
computed into two parts: 

(1) The portion of interest credited 
during the prior interest period which 
was attributable to this principal, and 

(2) The portion of interest which has 
been earned by this principal amount 
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but has not yet been credited to the 
account because the interest period is 


last interest period times the last 
period's factor. 

(c) No interest will be distributed to 
accounts which have less than the 
minimum average month-end balances 
as determined by the Division of 
Accounting Management. Any such 
interest not distributed would remain in 
the undistributed interest account at the 
Bureau level to be included in 
determining the next six month interest 
factor. 


§ 114.5 Distribution of IMPL Escrow 
Account. 


(a) Determination of potential 


Escrow Account at that agency by the 
following method: 

(1) identify the unobligated balance in 
the agency IMPL account as of 
September 30, 1982, and interest accrued 
for the period ending September 30, 
1982, which has subsequently been 
transferred into account 14X6703 IMPL 


called the agency IMPL Escrow Account 
balance. 

(2){i) Identify the length of time which 
has been required to accumulate actual 
income into the former IMPL account to 
equal the current agency IMPL escrow 
account 

(ii) To determine the beginning date 
for ownership computations, subtract 
* the length of time identified in 
paragraph {a}{2){i) of this section from 
April 1, 1981. {Subsequent to April 1, 
1981, interest earned on special deposits 
has been credited directly to each 
special deposit account rather than to 
an IMPL account.) 

(3) Examine the Individual Indian 
Money [IIM) accounts to determine the 
total dollars transferred to each account 
from the principal in special deposit 
accounts during the period identified in 
paragraph (a)({2) of this section. 

(4) Examine tribal treasury account 
records to determine the total dollars 
transferred to each tribal trust account 
from the principal in special deposit 
accounts during the period identified in 
paragraph [a}{2) of this section. 

(5) Determine the percentage of the 
principal transferred from special 
deposit accounts into each IIM and 
tribal trust account. This is done by 
dividing the total amount of principal 
transferred from special deposit 
accounts into all accounts at the agency 
into the total computed for each IIM and 


tribal trust account pursuant to 
eee I ty tate 
The formula is as follows: 


Dollars transferred into 
an account 


Total dollars transferred ~ 
by agency into all 
accounts 


(6) Multiply this percentage by the 
agency IMPL Escrow Account balance 
to determine each potential 
beneficiary's share of that balance. 
Should this determined share be less 
than ten dollars ($10.00) no transfer of 
funds will be made. 

(7) The formula identified in 
paragraph (a)(5) of this section will be 
used in determining potential shares 
unless there are clear and available 
records at the agency level to identify 
specific amounts. If the records are used 
by the agencies they must be made 
available for public review upon 
request. 

(b) Notification of Determination of 
Potential Beneficiaries. Upon 
completion of the determination of all 
potential beneficiaries of an agency 
IMPL Escrow Account, the 
Superintendent shall publish a general 
notice which shall contain the following: 

(1) Brief history of agency IMPL 
Escrow account; 

(2) Explanation of method of 
determination of potential beneficiaries; 

(3) Information on availability of 
specific data; 

(4) Instruction to —, 
beneficiaries on completion of 
acceptance forms, explaining that only 
those who complete the acceptance 
forms can receive any funds; and 

(5) Establishment of deadline date by 
which potential beneficiaries must 
complete the acceptance forms to 
receive the funds. This deadline will be 
180 days from the date of the general 
notice. This general notice shall be 
published in the usual and customary 
manner for making public such 
documents. If such usual and customary 
publication does not include posting on 
the agency bulletin board and 
publication in at least one local 
newspaper of general distribution, the 
posting on the bulletin board and local 
newspaper publication shall be done in 
addition to the usual and customary 
manner of publication. 

(c) Acceptance by potential 
beneficiary. Before the funds identified 
in paragraph {a) of this section as_ 
transferable to a potential individual or 
tribal beneficiary can be deposited into 


that potential beneficiary's account the 


complete release and waiver of any and 
all claims by the potential beneficiary 
against the United States relating to the 
unobligated balance of IMPL accounts 
as of the close of business on September 
30, 1982. 

(2) The acceptance must be signed 
during the 180 days between the date of 
the general notice provided for in 
paragraph (b) of this section and the 
deadline date established therein. 

(3) In the case of a potential tribal 
beneficiary, the acceptance must be 
accompanied by a resolution of the 
appropriate tribal entity approving the 
acceptance and authorizing the 
designated tribal representative{s) to 
sign the acceptance. An acceptance on 
behalf of an estate account may be 
signed by the Superintendent if the 
determination of heirs has not become 
final and may be signed on behalf of 
individual inherited shares by each heir 
if the probate determination has become 
final. An acceptance on behalf of a 
minor may be signed by a parent, 
guardian or a person acting in Joco 
parentis. An acceptance on behalf of an 
adult who has been determined legally 
incompetent or in need of assistance in 
managing his/her affairs pursuant to 25 
CFR 1159 may be signed by his/her 
authorized representative. 

(d) Distribution. (1) After the 
expiration of the deadline established in 
paragraph (b) of this section, funds of 
individual beneficiaries who have 
completed the acceptance forms will be 
transferred from the IMPL Escrow 
Account into each beneficiary's IM 
account. Funds derived from beneficiary 
estate accounts for which the heirs have 
been determined will be transferred into 
the heirs’ accounts. Funds derived from 
beneficiary estate accounts for which 
the heirs have not been determined will 
be transferred into the estate account. 

(2) Interest accrued for any period 
after October 1, 1982 will be credited to 
the beneficiary accounts on the same 
percentage basis as the original share. 

(3) After the expiration of the deadline 
established in paragraph (b) of this 
section, funds of a tribal beneficiary and 
interest earned thereon since October 1, 
1982 will be transferred into the 
appropriate tribal treasury account. 

(4) Not more than ten percent (10%) of 
the funds which may be transferred to a 
trust account for any tribe, or to an IIM 
account for an individual, may be 
utilized by the beneficiary to pay for 





legal or other representation relating to 
claims for such funds. 

(5) Not more than two percent (2%) of 
the funds which may be transferred to a 
trust account for any tribe, or to an IIM 
account for an individual, may be 
utilized by the BIA to reimburse the BIA 
for administrative —— oe in 

Jeternainl : funds. 

(e) Appeals. (1) Any potential 
beneficiary or claimant may appeal any 
decision made or action taken by a 
Superintendent under this section. Such 
appeal shall be made in writing and 
submitted as provided in 25 CFR Part 2. 

(2) As provided in Part 2, the appeal 
must be received within 30 days after 
receipt of the written notice advising the 
potential beneficiary of his/her share of 
the IMPL Escrow account or advising 
the claimant that no share has been 
determined for him/her. No appeals will 
be accepted under this section after 
September 30, 1985. 

(f} Distribution of residual funds. (1) 
After final administrative determination 
of ip, including final 
determination of all appeals, and the 
completion of all appropriate fund 
transfers, but not later than October 1, 
1985, any funds remaining in an agency 
IMPL escrow account may be expended 
subject to the approval of the Secretary 
for any authorized under the 
Act of November 2, 1921 (42 Stat. 208; 25 
U.S.C. 13) and requested by the 
governing body(s) of the tribe(s) at the 
location(s) where such agency IMPL 
escrow account is maintained. This 
authority to expend the escrow account 
funds ends September 30, 1987. 

(2) The unobligated balances of all 
IMPL escrow accounts as of the close of 
business on September 30, 1987, shall be 
deposited into miscellaneous receipts of 
the U.S. Treasury. 
john W. Fritz, 

Acting Assistant Secretary—indian Affairs. 
[FR Doc. 63-28671 Filed 10-20-83. 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-02-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms 


27 CFR Part 9 
[T.D. ATF-155; Ref: Notice No. 411) 
Chaik Hill Viticultural Area 


AGENCY: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms, Treasury (ATF). 
ACTION: Final rule, Treasury decision. 


summary: This final rule establishes a 


viticultural area in Sonoma County, 
California, approximately eight miles 


north of Santa Rosa, to be known as 
“Chalk Hill.” This final rule results from 
a petition originally submitted by seven 
wine/grape industry members in the 
area for the name “Sonoma Chalk Hill.” 
ATF believes that the establishment of 
this viticultural area and the subsequent 
use of the name “Chalk Hill” as an 
appellation of origin in wine labeling 
and advertising will allow wineries to 
designate more precisely the area in 
which the grapes used in the production 
of wines were grown and will enable 
consumers to identify more clearly 
wines offered at retail. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 21, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Michael J. Breen, Specialist, FAA, Wine 
and Beer Branch, Bureau of Alcohol. 
Tobacco and Firearms, 1200 
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, 
DC 20226 (202-566-7626). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 

On August 23, 1978, ATF published 
Treasury Decision ATF-53 (43 FR 37672, 
54624) revising regulations in Part 4 of 
Title 27, Code of Federal Regulations. 
These regulations provide recognition of 
definite viticultural areas within the 
United States and also allow the name 
of an approved viticultural area to be 
used as an appellation of origin on wine 
labels and in wine advertisements. 

On October 2, 1979, ATF published . 
Treasury Decision ATF-60 (44 FR 6692) 
which amended Title 27, Code of 
Federal Regulations, by adding a new 
Part 9 entitled “American Viticultural 
Areas.” This part lists all approved 
American viticultural areas which may 
be used as appeliations of origin on 
wine labels and in wine advertisements. 

Section 4.25a(e)(1) of Title 27, Code of 
Federal Regulations, defines an 
American viticultural area as a 
delimited grape-growing region 
distinguishable by geographical 
features. Any interested person may 
petition ATF to establish a grape- 
growing region as a viticultural area. In 
accordance with the procedure 
prescribed in 27 CFR 4.25a(e)(2} for 
proposing a viticultural area, a 
petitioner must submit: 

(a) Evidence that the name of the 
viticultural area is locally and/or 
nationally known as referring to the 
area specified in the application; 

(b) Historical or current evidence that 
the boundaries of the viticultural area 
are as specified in the application, 

(c) Evidence relating to the 
geographical features (climate, soil, 
elevation, physical features, etc.) which 
distinguish the viticultural features of 
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the proposed area from surrounding 
areas; 

(d) The specific boundaries of the 
viticultural area, based on features 
which can be found on U.S.G.S. maps of 
the largest applicable scale; and, 

(e) Copies of the appropriate maps 
with the boundaries prominently 
marked. 

After evaluation of the petition, ATF 
published in the Federal Register of May 
12, 1982, a notice of proposed 
rulemaking (Notice No. 411, 47 FR 20321) 
concerning the establishment of this 
viticultural area and solicited written 
comments from the public. 


Comments 


ATF received four written comments 
in response to the notice of proposed 
rulemaking. One comment was generally 
supportive of designating “Chalk Hill” 
as a viticultural area. Three comments 
favored extension of the boundary of the 
proposed viticultural area. One of these 
three comments, a comment bearing the 
signatures of eight local wine/grape 
industry members, six of whom had 
been signators to the original petition. 
was submitted as an “ amended 
petition” to include the premises of two 
bonded wineries as well as additional 
acreage devoted to grape growing. 

Sonoma-Cutrer Vineyards submitted 
the fourth comment which was a request 
for extension of the southwestern 
portion of the boundary to include 300 
acres of vineyards. In conjuction with 
this request, ATF received a letter of 
agreement signed by seven of the eight 
signators to the “amended petition.” 

The commenters were supportive of 
ATF’s proposal to delete the county 
name “Sonoma” from the originally 
proposed appellation “Sonoma Chalk 
Hill.” The comment submitted by six of 
the seven original petitioners stated that 
the primary purpose for including the 
name of the county in the viticultural 
area was to inform consumers that the 
Chalk Hill area is in Sonoma County. 
However, the commenters agreed with 
ATF that this information can be 
conveyed by placing “Sonoma County” 
elsewhere on the label. 


Name 


The area within the boundary of the 
proposed viticultural area is known 
locally as “Chalk Hill” and takes its 
name from the hill of the same name 
located within the proposed area. 
Cultivation of grapes in Sonoma County 
began in 1824. By 1855, grapes were 
being cultivated at Windsor, the 
principal town closest to the proposed 
area. By the mid-1890's there were a half 
dozen wineries located in the Windsor 
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area and 43 vineyards. Since 1978, the 
name “Chalk Hill” has appeared on the 
labels of wines produced by a winery in 
the Windsor area. 


Boundary 


ATF noted in the notice of proposed 
rulemaking that the originally proposed 
boundary line, depicted in § 9.52{c}{9) 
and (10) in the notice, overlapped into 
the proposed Alexander Valley 
viticultural area. In addition, the 
proposed Russian River Valley 
viticultural area encompasses all of the 
proposed Chalk Hill area except for that 
area which overlaps into the Alexander 
Valley viticultural area. In the notice of 
proposed rulemaking, ATF had 
requested specific comment. In light of 
the fact that no commenter addressed 
this question, ATF concludes that the 
overlapping of boundaries does not 
present an issue. In consideration of the 
comments received from wine/grape 
industry members, ATF has amended in 
this final rule the boundary proposed in 
the notice of proposed rulemaking to 
include the additional wineries and 
grape growing acreage. 

The viticultural area comprises 
approximately 33 square miles and is 
located in Sonoma County eight miles 
north of Santa Rosa. There are 
approximately 1,600 acres of producing 
vineyards and four bonded wineries 
within the boundary of the area. 

The boundary of the proposed Chalk 
Hill viticultural area may be found on 
two U.S.GS. 7.5 minute series 
(topographic) maps, the Mark West 
Springs Quadrangle and the Healdsburg 
Quadrangle. 

The boundary, as approved by ATF, is 
described in new section 9.52. 
Geographical Evidence 

In accordance with 27 CFR 4.25a(e)(2) 
(iii), a viticultural area should possess 
geographical features which distinguish 
its viticultural features from the 
surrounding areas. ATF has determined 
that the proposed area is distinguished 
from the surrounding areas on the bases 
of climate, soil type, and other 
geographical features. 

proposed area is distinguished by 
a micro-climate with a marine influence. 
Based on the University of California’s 
heat summation scale, temperatures 
range from Region I, less than 2,500 


degree days, to Region f1, 2,501 to 3,000 _ 


degree days. Most of the area's 


vineyards lie within a zone comprised of- 


thermal belts which provide protection 
from damaging spring frosts. 

The climate of the proposed area is 
influenced by the location of Mount St. 
Helena in relation to the mouth of the 
Russian River and San Pablo Bay. The 


atmospheric conditions created by the 
relationship of these physical features 
results in a “September” vineyard area. 
This means that the harvests are usually 
completed by the end of September even 
for late-ripening grape varieties which 
are not normally harvested until 
October in surrounding areas. The 
proposed area is warmer than the 
greater Russian River Valley and cooler 
than Alexander Valley and Dry Creek 
Valley. 

The average annual rainfall in the 
proposed area is approximately 36 
inches, almost all of which occurs 
between November 1 and March 31. 

The proposed Chalk Hill area is 
different from the ing areas of 
Alexander Valley, Dry Creek Valley and 
the Russian River Valley. The vineyards 
of the Chalk Hill area are planted on 
lands which are gently rolling to steep 
and can be described as bench-lands, 
table-lands and hills. Many vineyards 
planted on the steeper slopes are 
contoured and terraced. 

The proposed area is distinguished by 
“white” soil, ie., volcanic ash. The soils 
range from sandy to silt loam, clay and 
quartzite and are high in volcanic ash 
deposited as a result of the volcanic 
activity of Mount St. Helena. The 
vineyards in the area are planted in 
soils which are deep but lower in 
fertility than the soils in surrounding 
areas. This “white” soil contributes to 
the high quality of the fruit produced by 
those vineyards. 

The elevation of over 90% of the land 
in the proposed area ranges from 200 
feet to about 1,330 feet compared with 
elevations on the floor of the Russian 
River Valley of only 100 feet. The 
predominant vineyard plantings in the 
area, however, are at elevations ranging 
from 200 feet to 800 feet. 

Miscellaneous 

ATF does not wish to give the 
impression by approving the Chalk Hill 
viticultural area that it is approving or 
endorsing the quality of the wine 
produced in this area. ATF is approving 
this area as being distinct from 
surrounding areas, not better than other 
areas. ATF’s approval of the area will 
allow wine producers to claim a 
distinction on labels and advertisements 
as to the origin of grapes used in the 
production of wine. Any commerical 
advantage gained can only come from 
consumer acceptance of Chalk Hill 
wines. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 

The provisions of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act relating to an initial and 
final regulatory flexibility analysis (5 
U.S.C. 603, 604) are not applicable to this 


final rule because it will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. The 
final rule will not impose, or otherwise 
cause, a significant increase in the 
reporting, recordkeeping, or other 
compliance burdens on a substantial 
number of small wineries. The final rule 
is not expected to have significant 
secondary or incidental effects on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

Pr it is hereby certified 

provisions of Section 3 of the 

pandas arn Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 
605(b)) that this final rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
Compliance With Executive Order 12291 

The Bureau has determined that this 
final rule is not a “major rule” within the 
meaning of Executive Order 12291, 46 FR 
13193 (1981), because it will not have an 
annual effect on the economy of $100 
million or more; it will not result in a 
major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; and it 
will not have significant adverse effects 
on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
on the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to cempete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 


The provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-511, 44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35, and its implementing 
regulations, 5 CFR Part 1320, do not 
apply to this notice because no 
requirement to collect information is 
proposed. 

Drafting Information 

The principal author of this document 
is Michael J. Breen, Specialist, FAA, 
Wine and Beer Branch, Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. 


List of Subjects in 27 CFR Part 9 


Administrative practice and 
Consumer 


procedure, protection, 
Viticultural areas, Wine. 


Authority 
Accordingly, under the authority in 27 
U.S.C. 205 {49 Stat. 981, as amended}, the 


Director is amending Title 27, Code of 
Federal Regulations, Part 9, as follows: 


PART 9—AMERICAN VITICULTURAL 
AREAS 


Paragraph 1. The table of sections in 
Subpart C is amended by adding the 
heading of § 9.52 as follows: 





Subpart C—Approved American Viticultural 
Areas 


952 Chalk Hill 


Par. 2. Subpart C is amended by 
adding § 9.52 to read as follows: 


Subpart C—Approved American 
Viticultural Areas 


$9.52 Chalk Hill. 

(a) Name. The name of the viticultural 
area described in this section is “Chalk 
Hill.” 

(b) Approved maps. The appropriate 
maps for determining the boundary of 
the Chalk Hill viticultural area are the 
U.S.G.S. topographic maps titled: 

“Mark West Springs Quadrangle, 
California”, 7.5 minute series, 1958; and. 

“Healdsburg Quadrangle, California”. 
7.5 minute series, 1955 (Photorevised 
1980). 

(c) Boundary. The Chalk Hill 
viticultural area is located near the town 


North (T. 8 N.), Range 9 West (R. 9 W.) 
at the intersection of Arata Lane and 
Redwood Highway (a.k.a. Old Highway 
101), on the “Healdsburg Quadrangle” 
map, the boundary proceeds— 
(1) Southeasterly along Redwood 


Highway through Section 11, T. 8 N., R.9 
W.., to the point of intersection with 
Windsor River Road; 

(2) Then westerly along Windsor 
River Road on the south boundary of 
Section 11, T. 8 N., R. 9 W., to the point 
of intersection with Starr Road; 

(3) The southerly along Starr Road to 
the point of intersection with the south 
line of Section 14, T. 8 N., R. 9 W.; 

(4) Then easterly along the south line 
of Sections 14 and 13, T. 8 N., R. 9 W. 
and Section 18, T. 8 N., R. 8 W., to the 
point of intersection with the Redwood 
Highway: 

(5) Then southeasterly along the 
Redwood Highway to the intersection 
with an unnamed road that intersects 
the Redwood Highway at a right angle 
from the northeast near the southwest 
corner of Section 28 near Mark West 
Creek, T. 8 N., R. 8 W.; 

(6) Then northeast approximately 500 
feet along the unnamed road to its 
intersection with the Pacific Gas and 


(8) Then in a northerly direction along 
the power transmission line to the point 


of its intersection with the south line of 
Section 17, T. 8 N., R. 8 W.; 

(9) Then east along the south line of 
Sections 17, 16 and 15, T. 8 N., R. 8 W. to 
the point of intersection with Mark West 
Road on the “Mark West Quadrangle 
Map”; 

(10) Then northerly for approximately 
1.3 miles along Mark West Road (which 
becomes Porter Creek Road), then 
northeasterly for approximately 1.7 
miles on Porter Creek Road to its 
intersection with the unnamed medium 
duty road that parallels Porter Creek in 
Section 12, T. 8 N., R. 8 W.; then 
northeasterly on the Franz Valley Road 
over the Tarwater Grade and continuing 
along the Franz Valley Road for 
approximately 3 miles to its intersection 
with Franz Creek (approximately 2,000 
feet west of the range line common to R. 
7 W. and R. 8 W. in T. 9 N. and 
approximately 1,150 feet north of the 
north line of Section 25, T. 9 N., R. 8 W.); 

(11) Then westerly along Franz Creek 
to its point of intersection with the east 
line of Section 21, T. 9 N., R. 8 W.; 

(12) Then southerly along the east line 
of section 21 to the southeast corner 
thereof; 

(13) Then westerly along the south 
hae of Section 21 to the point of 
intersection with longitude line 122 
degrees 45 minutes, near Bell Mountain; 

(14) Then southwesterly in a straight 
line on the “Healdsburg Quadrangle” 
map to the point at the center of a hill 
identified as “Chalk Hill”; 

(15) Then west-northwesterly in a 
straight line to the confluence of Brooks 
Creek and the Russian River; 

(16) Then westerly along the Russian 
River to the point of intersection with 
the range line common to R. 8 W. and R. 
9 W. in T.9N.; 

(17) Then southwesterly in a straight 
line to the point of a hill identified as 
having an elevation of 737 feet; 

(18) Then south-southwesterly in a 
straight line to the point at the easterly 
terminus of Reiman Road; 

(19) Then southwesterly in a straight 
line to the point at the intersection of the 
township line.common to T. 8 N. and T. 
9 N. in R. 9 W. and the frontage road 
(a.k.a. Los Amigos Road) for U.S. 
Highway 101; 

(20) Then west approximately 3,000 
feet along the township line common to 
T. 8N. and T.9N. in R. 9 W.; 

(21) Then southerly for approximately 
2,000 feet in a straight line to the point of 
intersection with an unnamed stream 
drainage; 

(22) Then east in a straight line to the 
point of intersection with Eastside Road; 

(23) Then northeasterly along Eastside 
Road to the point of intersection with 
Redwood Highway; 
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(24) Then southeasterly along 
Redwood Highway to the point of 
beginning. 

Signed: September 23, 1983. 
Stephen E. Higgins, 

Director. 
Approved: October 13, 1983. 
David Q. Bates, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Operations) 
[FR Doc. 83-28768 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4810-31-M 


27 CFR Part 9 
[T.D. ATF-159; Rie: Notice No. 450] 
Russian River Valley Viticultural Area 


AGENCY: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms, Treasury. 


ACTION: Final rule, Treasury decision. 


SUMMARY: This final rule establishes a 
viticultural area in Sonoma County, 
California, to be known as the “Russian 
River Valley.” The Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms (ATF) believes 
the establishment of “Russian River 
Valley” as a viticultural area and 
subsequent use as an appellation of 
origin on wine labels and in wine 
advertisement will allow wineries to 
better designate the specific grape- 
growing area where their wines come 
from and will enable consumers to 
better identify the wines they may 
purchase. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 21, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James A. Hunt, FAA, Wine and Beer 
Branch, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms, Washington, DC 20226 (202- 
566-7626). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 


On August 23, 1978, ATF published 
Treasury Decision ATF-53 (43 FR 37672, 
54624) revising regulations in 27 CFR 
Part 4 allowing the establishment of 
definite American viticultural areas. 
These regulations also allow the name 
of an approved viticultural area to be 
used as an appellation of origin in wine 
labeling and advertising. 

Section 9.11, Title 27, CFR, defines an 
American viticultural area as a 
delimited grape-growing region 
distinguishable by geographical 
characteristics. Section 4.25a(e)(2) 
outlines the procedure for proposing an 
American viticultural area. Any 
interested person may petition ATF to 


establish a grape-growing region as a 
viticultural area. 
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ATF received a petition from “The 
Appellation Committee” proposing a 
large area of approximately 150 square 
miles located in Sonoma County, 
California, as a viticultural area to be 
known as “Russian River Valley.” In 
response to this petition, ATF published 
a notice of proposed rulemaking, Notice 
No. 450, in the Federal Register on 
February 4, 1983 (48 FR 5280), on the 
establishment of Russian River Valley 
as a viticultural area. Only one comment 
was received and it favored the Russian 
River viticultural area. 


Historical and Current Evidence of the 
Name 


In a “History of Sonoma County, 
California,” published in 1880, mention 
is made of the four “great valleys” 
comprising Sonoma, Petaluma, Santa 
Rosa, and the Russian River. The use of 
the name “Russian River Valley” on 
wine labels began in 1970 and is now 
used by four wineries in the viticultural 
area. 

Geographical Features 

The Russian River viticultural area 
includes those areas through which flow 
the Russian River or some of its 
tributaries and where there is a 
significant climate effect from coastal 
fogs. The specific growing climate is the 
principal distinctive characteristic of the 
Russian River Valley viticultural area. 
The area designated is a cool growing 
coastal area because of fog intruding up 
the Russian River and its tributaries 
during the early morning hours. The 
results of these coastal fog intrusions 
give growing temperatures that are 
normally Region I or cooler. This area 
therefore is distinguished from the 
warmer neighboring valleys such as Dry 
Creek Valley, Alexander Valley and 
Sonoma Valley. 

The petitioner submitted detailed 
information on how the climate in the 
Russian River Valley viticultural area is 
different from surrounding areas. The 
data was mostly compiled by the Office 
of the Sonoma County Farm Adviser. 
The neighboring Alexander Valley is 
termed “coastal warm” with a range of 
accumulated heat units between 2800 
and 3500 as calculated according to the 
Winkler and Amerine formula for degree 
days. The Russian River Valley 
viticultural area is termed “coastal cool” 
with a range of 2000 and 2800 
accumulated heat units. 


Change in the Boundary 

F. Korbel and Bros, a winery in 
Guerneville, California, requested an 
extension in the Russian River Valley 
viticultural area boundary to the west of 
Guerneville to include their 105 acre 


vineyard inadvertently excluded from 
the original petition. Korbel stated the 
geographical features described for the 
Russian River Valley are the same for 
their 105 acre vineyard. ATF has 
accepted this minor extension requested 
by F. Korbel and Bros. and the boundary 
description in 27 CFR 9.66 reflects this 
change. 
Miscell 

ATF does not wish to give the 
impression by approving Russian River 
Valley as a viticultural area that it ie 
approving or endorsing the quality of the 
wine from the area. ATF is approving 
this area as being distinct and not better 
than other areas. By approving the area, 
wine producers are allowed to claim a 
distinction on labels and advertisements 
as to origin of the grapes. Any 
commercial advantage gained can only 
come from consumer acceptance of 
Russian River Valley wines. 


Executive Order 12291 


In compliance with Executive Order 
12291, 46 FR 13193 (1981), ATF has 
determined that this final rule is not a 
“major rule” since it will not have an 
annual effect on the economy of $100 
million or more; it will not result in a 
major increase in cost or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; and it 
will not have significant adverse effects 
on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
on the ability of the United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

Regulatory Flexibility Act 

The provisions of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act relating to a final 
regulatory flexibility analysis (5 U.S.C. 
604) are not expected to apply to this 
final rule because it will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. The 
final rule is not expected to have 
significant secondary or incidental 
effects on a substantial number of small 
entities. 

Accordingly, it is hereby certified 
under the provisions of Section 3 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 
605(b)), that this final rule will not have 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 

The provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-511, 44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35, and its implementing 


regulations, 5 CFR Part 1320, do not 
apply to this final rule because no 


requirement to collect information is 
im 


Disclosure 

A copy of the petition and the 
comments received are available for 
inspection during normal business hours 
at the following location: ATF Reading 
Room, Rm. 4405, Office of Public Affairs 
and Disclosure, 12th and Pennsylvania 
Ave, NW, Washington, DC. 
Drafting Information 

The principal author of this document 
is Janes A. Hunt, FAA, Wine and Beer 
Branch, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms. 


List of Subjects in 27 CFR Part 9 
Administrative practice and 


procedure, Viticultural areas, Consumer 
protection, and Wine. 
Authority 

Accordingly, under the authority 
contained in Section 5 of the Federal 
Alcohol Administration Act (49 Stat. 


981, as amended; 27 U.S.C. 205), 27 CFR 
Part 9 is amended as follows: 


PART S—AMERICAN VITICULTURAL 
AREAS 


Paragraph 1. The table of sections in 
27 CFR Part 9, Subpart C, is amended to 
include the title of § 9.66 as follows: 


Subpart C—Approved American Viticultural 
Areas 


Sec. 


* * . * * 


9.66 Russian River Valley. 


Par. 2. Subpart C is amended by 
adding § 9.66 to read as follows: 
Subpart C—Approved American 
Viticultural Areas 
§ 9.66 Russian River Valley. 

(a) Name. The name of the viticultural 
area described in this section is 
“Russian River Valley.” 

(b) Approved maps. The appropriate 
maps for determining the boundaries of 
the Russian River Valley viticultural 
area are the 1954 U.S.G.S. 7.5 minute 
series maps titled: 

“Healdsburg Quadrangle, California” 
“Guerneville Quadrangle, California” 
“Cazadero Quadrangle, California” 
“Duncans Mills Quadrangle, California” 
“Camp Meeker Quadrangle, California” 
“Valley Ford Quadrangle, California” 
“Sebastopol Quadrangle, California” 
“Santa Rosa Quadrangle, California” 
“Mark West Springs Quadrangle, 

California” : 

“Jimtown Quadrangle, California” 





(c) Boundaries. The Russian River 
Valley viticultural area is located in 
Sonoma County, California. 

(1) Starting point Healdsburg map— 
Healdsburg Avenue Bridge over the 
Russian River at Healdsburg. Proceed 
south along Russian River to where 
Foreman Lane meets the river at mouth 
of Dry Creek. 

(2} Proceed west along Foreman Lane 
to where it crosses Westside Road and 
becomes Felta School Road. 

(3) Proceed west on Felta School Road 
to the point where it crosses Felta 
Creek. 


(4) Proceed 18000’ up Felta Creek to its 
headwaters as shown on the 
Guerneville, map as “Springs.” 

(5) Proceed southwest in a straight 
line 58 degrees W 27000’ to an 
intersection with Hulbert Creek on the 
Cazadero map. 

(6) Proceed south and southeast along 
Hulbert Creek to the point where it 
intersects California Hwy 116 on the 
Duncan Mills map. 

(7) Proceed oa along California 
Hwy 116 to Monte Rio where it 
intersects the Bohemian Hwy. 

(8) Proceed south along the Bohemian 
Hwy onto the Camp Meeker map and 
then the Valley Ford map to the town of 
Freestone where it intersects the Bodega 
Road. 

(9} Proceed east along the Bodega 
Road onto the Sebastopol map to the 
city of where it becomes 
California Hwy 12 then along California 
Hwy 12 to its intersection with Wright 
Road. 

(10) Proceed north along Wright Road 
to where it becomes Fulton Road and 
into the town Fulton to where in 
intersects River Road. 

(11) Proceed east along River Road to 
its intersection with Mark West Springs 
Road. 

(12) Proceed north east along Mark 
West Springs Road through the Santa 
Rosa map and onto the Mark West map 
to where it becomes Porter Creek Road 
and onto its intersection with Franz 
Valley Road. 

(13} Proceed north along Franz Valley 
Road to the northerly most crossing of 
Franz Creek. 

(14) Proceed west along Franz Creek 
until it intersects the line separating 
Section 21 and Section 22. 

(15) Proceed south on this line 
separating Section 21 and 22 to the 
corner common to Section 21 and 22 and 
Section 27 and 28. 

(16} Proceed west from the common 
corner of Section 21 and 22 and 27 and 
aaa mene 
Chalk Hill on the 

(17) Proceed west from the ~~ of 
Chalk Hill in a straight line to the point 


where Brooks Creek joins the Russian 
River. 

(18) Proceed north west in a straight 
line 8000’ to a peak marked 772’ elv. on 
the Jimtown map. 

(19) Proceed north west in a straight 
line from hill top 772’ elv. to hill top 596° 
elv. 

(20) Proceed north west in a straight 
line from hill top 596’ elv. to hill top 516’ 
elv. 

(21) Proceed north west in a straight 
line from hill top 516’ elv. to hill top 530’ 
elv. 

(22) Proceed west in a straight line 
from hill top 530° elv. to hill top 447’ elv. 
(23) Proceed west in a straight line 
from hill top 447’ elv. to the point where 
Alexander Valley Road meets 

Healdsburg Avenue. 

(24) Proceed south along Healdsburg 
Avenue through the city of Healdsburg 
on the Healdsburg map to the point 
where it crosses the Russian River at the 
point of beginning. 

Signed: September 23, 1983. 

Stephen E. Higgins, 
Director. 
Approved: October 13, 1983. 
David Q. Bates, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Operations). 
[FR Doc. 83-28765 Piled 10-20-8% &45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4810-31-M 


27 CFR Part 9 
[T. D. ATF-156; Ref: Notice No. 454) 


Knights Valley Viticultural Area 


AGENCY: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms, Treasury. 
ACTION: Final rule, Treasury decision. 


SUMMARY: This final rule establishes a 
viticultural area in northeastern Sonoma 
County, California, to be known as 
“Knights Valley.” This final rule is the 
result of a petition submitted by the 
Knights Valley Wine-Growers 
Committee, an organization of grape- 
wine industry members in the 
viticultural area. The Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms (ATF) believes 
that the establishment of this viticultural 
area and the subsequent use of the name 
“Knights Valley” as an appellation of 
origin will allow wineries to designate 
precisely the area in which the grapes 
are grown and will enable consumers to 
identify more clearly and to differentiate 
between wines offered commercially. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 21, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Michael J. Breen, FAA, Wine and Beer 
Branch, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, 
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NW., Washington, D.C. 20226 (202-566- 
7626). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 


On August 23, 1978, ATF published 
Treasury Decision ATF-53 (43 FR 37672, 
54624) revising regulations in Part 4 of 
Title 27, Code of Federal Regulations. 
These regulations provide recognition of 
definite viticultural areas within the 
United States and also allow the name 
of an approved viticultural area to be 
used as an appellation of origin on wine 
labels and in wine advertisements. 

On October 2, 1979, ATF published 
Treasury Decision ATF-60 (44 FR 56692) 
which amended Title 27, Cade of 
Federal Regulations, by adding a new 
Part 9 entitled “American Viticultural 
Areas.” This part lists all approved 
American viticultural areas which may 
be used as appellations of origin on 
wine labels and in wine advertisements. 

Section 4.25a(e)(1)} of Title 27, Code of 
Federal Regulations, defines an 
American viticultural area as a 
delimited grape-growing region 
distinguishable by geographical 
features. Any interested person may 
petition ATF to establish a grape- 
growing region as a viticultural area. In 
accordance with the procedure 
prescribed in 27 CFR 4.25a({e}(2} for 
proposing a viticultural area, a 
petitioner must submit: 

(a) Evidence that the name of the 
viticultural area is locally and/or 
nationally-knowr as referring to the 
area specified in the application; 

(b) Historical or current evidence that 
the boundaries of the viticultural area 
are as specified in the application; 

(c) Evidence relating to the 
geographical features (climate, soil, 
elevation, physical features, etc.} which 
distinguish the viticultural features of 
the proposed area from surrounding 
areas; 

(d) The specific boundaries of the 
viticultural area, based on features 
which can be found on U.S.G.S. maps of 
the largest applicable scale; and, 

(e) Copies of the appropriate maps 
with the boundaries prominently 
marked. 

The Knights Valley Wine-Growers 
Committee, an organization of grape/ 
wine industry members, filed a petition, 
signed by 16 persons, to establish a 
viticultural area in northeastern Sonoma 
County, California, under the name 
“Knights Valley.” In response to the 
petition, ATF published in the Federal 
Register of February 9, 1983, a notice of 
proposed rulemaking {Notice No. 454, 48 
FR 5961) concerning the establishment 
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of this viticultural area and solicited 
written comments from the public. 


Comments 


In response to the notice of proposed 
rulemaking, Johnson Turnball 
Vineyards, a bonded winery in Oakville, 
California, submitted a comment 
supporting the establishment of the 
viticultural area as proposed in the 
notice. « 

ATF received no other comment and 
no information from any source 
indicating opposition to the 
establishment of the “Knights Valley” 
viticultural area as proposed in the 
notice. 


Name 


The land area encompassed by the 
boundary of the “Knights Valley” 
viticultural area consists of a valley 
known and indentified on maps as 
Knights Valley. 


Boundary 

The viticultural area is located 
entirely within Sonoma County, 
California, between the Alexander 
Valley and the Napa Valley. The 
northernmost section of the boundary 
line runs slightly to the north of Pine 
Mountain; the southernmost section of 
the boundary line borders the petrified 
forest area immediately to the north of 
Porter Creek. The Sonoma County line 
bordering Lake County and Napa 
County forms the eastern section of the 
boundary of the viticultural area. The 
westernmost section of the boundary 
line abuts the proposed boundaries for 
the “Alexander Valley” and “Chalk 
Hill” viticultural areas. The land area 
encompassed by the boundary of the 
“Knights Valley” viticultural area 
consists of a valley known as Knights 
Valley and an area known as Franz 
Valley and the hillsides immediately 
surrounding and to the north of these 
areas. According to evidence submitted 
by the petitioners, the area called Franz 
Valley is not a valley, the name being a 
misnomer, since no clear separation 
exists between this area and the Knights 
Valley. The central valley area is 
approximately 5.3 miles long and 1.8 
miles wide at the widest point. The 
areas immediately surrounding and to 
the north of the valley area form the 
upland areas. The viticultural area 
encompasses approximately 36,240 
acres or 57 square miles. 

There are currently over 1,000 acres 
devoted to viticulture in the proposed 
viticultural area. This acreage is situated 
primarily in the valley area with some 
acreage in the upland areas being 
developed into producing vineyards. 
Presently, there are no wineries 


established in the viticultural area 
although there were at least five 
wineries in operation in Knights Valley 
prior to the era of National Prohibition. 

The boundary of the viticultural area 
may be found on four (4) U.S.G.S. 
quadrangle maps, 7.5 minute series 
(topographic), scale 1:24,000—Mount St. 
Helena, Jimtown, Mark West Springs, 
and Detert Reservoir. The boundary of 
the viticultural area is specified in the 
regulation portion of this document at 
§ 9.76{c). 


Geographical Evidence 

In accordance with 27 CFR 
4.25a(e)(2)(iii), a viticultural area should 
possess geographical features which 
distinguish its viticultural features from 
surrounding areas. ATF has determined 
that the proposed area is distinguished 
from the surrounding areas on the bases 
of elevation, soil, climate, and other 
geographical features. 

The proposed viticultural area ranges 
in elevation from 360 feet to slightly over 
4,300 feet. The valley area encompasses 
ranges in elevation from 360 feet to 600 
feet. The upland areas contain fairly 
rugged peaks that are over 3,500 feet in 
elevation, e.g., Pine Mountain—3,614 
feet, Red Hill—3,527 feet, and Mount St. 
Helena—4,343 feet. The areas currently 
used for grape production are 
consistently higher in elevation than the 
grape-growing areas in the adjacent 
Alexander Valley, Chalk Hill, Russian 
River Valley, and Napa Valley areas. 
The differences in elevation between 
this area and the surrounding areas will 
become significantly more evident when 
the many hill “islands” and peninsulas 
in the upper elevations capable of 
quality grape production are fully 
developed into producing vineyards. 

The soils in the valley and 
mountainous upland areas of the 
proposed viticultural area are distinct 
from each other. This is due to the 
different parent material from which the 
soils were formed, i.e., alluvial in the 
valley and indurated rock in the 
uplands. The valley soils are derived 
from parent material of a relatively 
young geologic age, while the upland 
soils are derived from older parent 
material. The upland soils in the areas 
north and south of the valley area are 
derived from different types of parent 
material. The soils in the northen area 
are derived from “Franciscan 
Formation” parent material laid down in 
the Jura-Cretaceous period, while the 
soils in the southern area are derived 
from parent materia! known as “Sonoma 
Volcanics” laid down in the late 
Pliocene to early Pleistocene epoch. The 
contrast in soils derived from these 
parent materials allows for an easy 


; 
distinction between the valley area and 
the northern and southern upland areas. 

Adjacent areas are also characterized 
by soils derived from alluvial material 
and indurated rock. However, there are 
differences in the parent materials from 
which the soils were formed. The Napa 
Valley area to the southeast is primarily 
surrounded by uplands with soils 
derived from “Pleistocene Volcanic” 
formations whereas the Alexander and 
Dry Creek areas to the northwest are 
surrounded by uplands with soils 
derived from both “Franciscan 
Formation” and “Dry Creek 
Conglomerate” parent materials. 

The valley soils in the proposed 
viticultural area are primarily of the 
Yolo-Cortina-Pleasanton association. 
The soils in the northern and southern 
upland areas are primarily of the 
Yorkville-Suther and Goulding-Toomes- 
Guenoc associations, respectively. 
However, the eastern portion of these 
areas, along the Sonoma County line, is 
characterized by soils of the Kidd- 
Forward-Cohasset association. Much of 
the Dry Creek and Alexander Valley 
areas are characterized by the same 
type of soil associations; however, the 
soils adjacent to the Russian River in 
the Alexander Valley area are deep, 
fertile soils not generally represented in 
the proposed viticultural area. The 
Sonoma Valley which lies to the south 
along the eastern Sonoma County line 
and the Napa Valley viticultural area 
are also characterized by highly fertile 
soils. The soils used for grape 
production in the proposed viticultural 
area are generally characterized by low 
fertility; many are rocky and gravelly 
and others exhibit a low pH. 

The climate in the proposed 
viticultural area is typically 
Mediterranean, i.e., characterized by 
warm, dry summers and mild, cool, 
moist winters. The climate is moderated 
by the proximity of the viticultural area 
to the Pacific Ocean, isolation from large 
valleys and low mountain elevation. 

The valley area has an average 
annual rainfall of 44 inches, temperature 
of 58-60 degrees F., and a frostfree 
season of 220-270 days. The upland 
areas are generally wetter, cooler, and 
have shorter frostfree seasons than the 
valley area. Rainfall in the valley area is 
similar, but slightly higher than the 
Alexander Valley area. The Sonoma 
Valley area and portions of the Napa 
Valley area receive significantly less 
rainfall. 

The proposed viticultural area 
exemplifies the general temperature > 
trend of Sonoma County, i.e., rising from 
south to north. Temperatures in the 
valley area are similar to those in the 
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as Region Hl, i.e., the sum of the mean 
daily temperature above 50 degrees F., 
expressed in temperature-time values of 
ae ee ee Sar haga 


of the Napa Valley and Alexander 
Valley areas are also classified as 
Region IIL. while the Chalk Hill (Russian 
River Valley). area is classified as 


proposed by the petitioners. 
Miscellaneous 


ATF does not wish to give the 
impression by approving the Knights 
Valley viticultural area that it is 
approving or endorsing the quality of the 
wines produced in this area. ATF is 
approving this area as being distinct 
from surrounding areas, not better than 
other areas. ATF's approval of the area 


advertisements as to the origin of the 
grapes used in the production of wine. 
Any commercial advantage gained can 
only come from consumer acceptance of 
Knights Valley wines. 
Regulatory Flexibility Act 

The provisions of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act relating to an initial and 
final regulatory flexibility analysis (5 
U.S.C. 603, 604) are not applicable to this 
final rule because it will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantia) number of small entities. The 
final rule will not impose, or otherwise 
cause,.a significant increase in the 
reporting, recordkeeping, or other 
compliance burdens on a substantial 
number of small entities. The final rule 
is not expected to have significant 


secondary or incidental effects on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
Accordingly, it is hereby certified - 
under the of Section 3 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 
605(b)) that this final rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
Compliance With Executive Order 12291 


The Bureau has determined that this 
final rule is not a “major rule” within the 
meaning of Executive Order 12291, 46 FR 
13193 (1981), because it will not have an 
annual effect of the economy of $100 
million or more; it will not result in a 
major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; and it 
will not have significant adverse effects 
on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

The provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-511, 44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35, and its implementary 
regulations, 5 CFR Part 1320, do not 
apply to this final rule because no 
requirement to collect information is 
imposed. 

Drafting Inf ti 

The principal author of this document 
is Michael ]. Breen, Specialist, FAA, 
Wine and Beer Branch, Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. 


List of Subjects in 27 CFR Part 9 
Administrative practice and 
procedure, Consumer protection, 
Viticultural areas, Wine. 
Authority 
Accordingly, under the authority in 27 
U.S.C. 205, the Director is amending 


Title 27, Code of Federal Regulations, 
Part 9, as follows: 


PART 9—AMERICAN VITICULTURAL 


’ AREAS 


Paragraph 1. The table of sections in 
Subpart C is amended by adding the 
heading of § 9.76 as follows: 


Subpart C—Approved American Viticultural 
Areas 


Sec. 
9.76 Knights Valley. 

Par. 2. Subpart C is amended by 
adding § 9.76. As added, § 9.76 reads as 
follows: 


Subpart C—Approved American 
Viticultural Areas 


$9.76 Knights Valley. 

(a) Nome. The name of the viticultural 
area described in this section is 
“Knighis Valley.” 

(b) Approved Maps. The appropriate 
maps for determining the boundaries of 
the Knights Valley viticultural area are 
four U.S.G.S. maps. They are— 

(1) “Mount St. Helena Quadrangle, 
California,” 7.5 minute series, 1959 
(Photoinspected 1973); 

(2) “Jimtown Quadrangle, California,” 
7.5 minute series, 1955 (Photorevised 
1975): 

(3) “Mark West Springs Quadrangle, 
California,” 7.5 minute series, 1958; and 

(4) “Detert Reservoir Quadrangle, 
California,” 7.5 minute series, 1958 
Photasniiead 1980}. 

(c) Boundary. The Knights Valley 
viticultural area is located in 
northeastern Sonoma County, 
California. From the beginning poin 
lying at the intersection of the eal 
Lake County line and the north line of 
Section 11, Township 10 North (T. 10 N.), 
Range & West (R. 8 W.) op the “Mount 
St. Helena Quadrangle” map, the 
boundary runs— 

(1) Westerly along the north line of 
Sections 11, 10, and 9, T. 10 N., R. 8 W. 
to the northwest corner of Section 9 on 
the “Jimtown Quadrangle” map; 

(2) Then southerly along the west line 
of Sections 9, 16, 21, 28, and 33, T. 10 N., 
R. 8 W., continuing along the west line 
of Section 4, T. 9 N., R. 8 W. to the 
southwest corner thereof; 

(3) Then easterly along the south line 
of Section 4 to the southeast corner 
thereof on the “Mount St. Helena 
Quadrangle” map; 

(4) Then southerly along the west line 
of Sections 10, 15, and 22, T. 9 N., R.8 
W. to the point of intersection with 
Franz Creek in Section 22 on the “Mark 
West Springs Quadrangle” map; 

(5) Then easterly along Franz Creek 
approximately 14,000 feet to the 
centerline of Franz Valley Road; 

(6) Then southerly along the centerline 
of Franz Valley Road to the point of 
intersection with the west line of 
Section 6, T. 8 N., R. 7 W.; 

(7) Then southerly along the west line 
of Section 6 to the southwest corner 
thereof; 

(8) Then easterly along the south line 
of Sections 6, 5, and 4, T. 8 N., R. 7 W. to 
the southeast corner of Section 4; 

(9) Then northerly along the east line 
of Section 4 to the point of intersection 
with the Sonoma/Napa County line; 

(10) Then northerly along the 
meanders of the Sonoma/Napa County 
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line on the “Mark West Springs 
Quadrangle,” “Detert Reservoir 
Quadrangle,” and “Mount St. Helena 
Quadrangle” maps to the point of 
intersection with the Lake County line 
on the “Mount St. Helena Quadrangle” 
map; 

(11) Then northerly along the 
meanders of the Sonoma/Lake County 
line on the “Mount St. Helena 
Quadrangle” and “Detert Reservoir 
Quadrangle” maps to the point of 
beginning. 

Signed: October 3, 1983. 

W. T. Drake, 
Acting Director. 
Approved: October 13, 1983. 
David Q. Bates, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Operations). 
[FR Doc. 83-28764 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4810-31-m 


27 CFR Part 9 
(T.D. ATF-156; Ref: Notice No. 460] 


Lake Erie Viticultural Area 


AGENCY: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms, Treasury. 
ACTION: Final rule, Treasury decision. 


SUMMARY: This final rule establishes a 
viticultural area in the States of New 
York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio to be 
known as “Lake Erie.” The Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, {ATF) 
believes the establishment of Lake Erie 
as a viticultural area and its subsequent 
use as an appellation of origin on wine 
labels and in wine advertisements will 
allow wineries to better designate where 
their wines come from and will enable 
consumers to better identify the wines 
from this area. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 21, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert L. White, Regulations and 
Procedures Division, Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms, Washington, DC 
20226 (202-566-7531). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 

On August 23, 1978, ATF published 
Treasury decision ATF-53 (43 FR 37672, 
54624) revising regulations in 27 CFR 
Part 4. These regulations allow the 
establishment of definite viticultural 
areas. The regulations also allow the 
name of an approved viticultural area to 
be used as an appellation of origin on 
wine labels and in wine advertisements. 

On October 2, 1979, ATF published 
Treasury Decision ATF-60 (44 FR 56692) 
which added a new Part 9 to 27 CFR, for 
the listing of approved American 
viticultural areas. 


Section 4.25a{e}(1), Title 27, CFR, 
defines an American viticultural area as 
a delimited grape-growing region 
distinguishable by geographical 
features. Section 4.25a(e)(2) outlines the 
procedure for proposing an American 
viticultural area. Any interested person 
may petition ATF to establish a grape- 
growing region as a viticultural area. 

Mr. William A. Gulvin, Secretary of 
the Ad Hoc Committee for the Lake Erie 


viticultural area, petitioned ATF to 


establish a viticultural area in the States 
of New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio to 
be known as “Lake Erie.” In response to 
this petition, ATF published a notice of 
proposed rulemaking, Notice No. 460, in 
the Federal Register on April 4, 1983 (48 
FR 14390), proposing the establishment 
of the Lake Erie viticultural area. 


Comments 


Three comments were received during 
the comment period. One was from the 
Governor of the State of Ohio. The other 
two comments were from the Director of 
the Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources and the Director of the Ohio 
Department of Development. All three 
commenters stated that they fully 
support the Lake Erie viticultural area 
petition. ATF has received no 
information from any source indicating 
opposition to the petition. 


General Information 


The Lake Erie viticultural area has a 
150 year history of grape growing and 
winemaking according to Leon D. 
Adams in his book The Wines of 
America (1978). Trial and error over the 
years has proven viticulture, in areas 
bordering the Lake Erie area, to be 
generally uneconomical. 

The petition and attached documents 
show that the Lake Erie area is a 
distinct and contiguous viticultural 
district. Current orchard and vineyard 
surveys conducted by the States of New 
York (1976), Pennsylvania (1978), and 
Ohio (1976) report that, except where 
interrupted by urban development, there 
are approximately 40,000 acres of 
commercial vineyards scattered 
throughout the Lake Erie area. Very 
little or no commercial viticulture is 
indicated in surrounding inland 
counties. 

Likewise, there are more than 30 
commercial wineries, some dating from 
well before the turn of the century, 
distributed rather evenly throughout the 
Lake Erie area. None of these wineries 
are located more than ten miles inland 
from the Lake. 

The petition and attached documents 
also show that the boundaries of the 
Lake Erie area reflect the extent of the 
area that contains sites which can 


justifiably be said to be suitable for 
viticulture within the beneficial climatic 
influence of Lake Erie. 
Evidence of the Name 


The name of the area, Lake Erie, was 
well documented by the petitioner. Lake 
Erie is the geographical feature that 
defines this viticultural area. Its name 
dates from the earliest written history of 
this continent, and Lake Erie is 
universally known as such. After 
evaluating the petition and the 
comments received, ATF believes that 
the Lake Erie viticultural area has a 
unique historical identity and that the 
name “Lake Erie” is the most 
appropriate name for the area. 
Geographical Features 

In accordance with 27 CFR 4.25a(e}({2), 
a viticultural area should possess 
geographical features which distinguish 
the viticultural features of the area from 
surrounding areas. The petition and 
attached documents show that the Lake 
Erie viticultural area is distinguished 
from surrounding areas by its proximity 
to Lake Erie which exerts a moderating 
influence on the area. This proximity to 
Lake Erie and the influence that Lake 
Erie exerts on the local climate is the 
fundamental factor that permits 
viticulture in this area. Soils, elevations, 
and other physiographic features within 
the area are diverse and, through most 
of the area, do not directly form the 
basis of the Lake Erie area's viticultural 
distinction. 

Authorities agree that temperature, in 
terms of length of frost-free growing 
season, freeze hazard at a given site (F. 
G. Haskins, “A Study of Fruit Sites in 
Northeastern Ohio from Standpoint of 
Frost Damage,” 1950), and especially 
winter minimums, is the determining 
consideration with regard to the 
viability of a vineyard in the northeast. 
T. D. Jordan et al. in their bulletin on 
“Cultural Practices for Commercial 
Vineyards” (1981) state that: 
“Temperature is the first consideration 
in selecting the location of a vineyard. It 
involves length of growing season, as 
well as magnitude and frequency of 
winter minimums. Temperature 
requirements must be satisfied for a site 
to be considered.” They go on to note 
that for commercial viticulture in this 
region a growing season of 165 days is 
considered minimal and 180 plus days is 
preferable, and that winter minimum 
temperature should infrequently fall 
below minus 10 degrees Fahrenheit and 
almost never below minus 15 degrees 
Fahrenheit. 

Stephen S. Visher, in his book 
Climatic Atlas of the United States 





(1954), well summarizes the general 
climatic effect of the Great Lakes on 
; hi 


Although the effect of a lake is chiefly to 
the leeward, in the Great lakes region winds 
are so varied in direction that effects are 
evident on all sides. On the average, the 
(Great) Lakes raise the January average 
temperature of their surroundings about 5 

the absolute minimum temperatures 
about 10 degrees, and the annual minima 


about 15 degrees . . . They increase the 
average length of the frost-free season about 
30 to 40 days on their eastern and southern 
sides. They have a slight negative total 
influence upon precipitation, decreasing it 
appreciably in summer, largely by reducing 
convectional thunderstorms, * * * The Lakes 
produce an average decrease of about five 
thunderstorms per year, and decrease the 
violence of many of those which do occur 

* * * The south shore of Lake Erie, with only 
five dense-fog days a year, has less fog than 
any other coastal area except southern 
Florida. 


Visher’s comments concerning Lake 
Erie's effect on the summer moisture 
regime are very significant. The area 
surrounding Lake Erie usually gets 
significantly greater isolation in the 
summer months than areas further away 
from the Lake. The reduced summer 
rainfall and few fog days (which 
typically occur only in late winter and 
early spring), combined with almost 
continuous lake breezes, distinguish the 
Lake Erie area from surrounding areas. 
Also, the Lake Erie area is sheltered to 
some from the potential 
devastation of hail due to the inhibiting 
influence that Lake Erie has on 
thunderstorm vigor and activity. 

Most important, though are the 
temperature effects of Lake Erie. The 
Lake Erie area enjoys what has been 
termed a “lacustrine climate” lacing the 
temperature extremes otherwise 
inherent in a continental location 
according to Richard E. Dahlberg in an 
article in Economic Geography (1961) 
entitled “The Concord Grape Industry of 
the Chautauqua-Erie Area.” The region 
benefits generally by being lower in 
latitude than and downwind from the 
other Great Lakes. The great stretches of 
Lakes Superior and Huron to the 
northwest considerably moderate arctic 
air masses moving across these lakes to 
the Lake Erie area. This effect is then 
locally enhanced by Lake Erie, thereby 
producing a climate adjacent to the Lake 
that has a lower mean daily range of 
temperatures. This results both in less 
growth-stimulating high temperatures 
and tissue-freezing low temperatures. 
These temperature effects are then 
diluted and gradually diminish as one 
proceeds inland from the Lake. 

Lake Erie has by far the largest 
surface to volume ratio of any of the 


Great Lakes, with an average depth of 
only 58 feet and one-thirtieth of the 
volume of Lake Superior against a 
surface area of nearly 10,000 square 
miles. As a result, Lake Erie experiences 
by far the greatest annual temperature 
variation of any of the Great Lakes. It 
ranges from an average surface 
temperature of 72 degrees Fahrenheit in 
the-late summer to 90 percent or more 
ice cover in the late winter—far more 
ice than typically develops on any other 
of the Great Lakes. 

This wide and rapid seasonal 
fluctuation of the lake water 
temperature, and this fluctuation’s lag 
with respect to seasonal air temperature 
variation, serves a very beneficial 
climatologic effect throughout the year. 
In the early spring, the accumulated ice 
and the very cold water of the Lake 
serve to cool the climate of the adjacent 
land against early spring warm spells. In 
mid to late April, the Lake commences 
to warm rapidly and then buffers the 
area against late spring frost. In the 
summer, the water temperature is 
warmer than in any other of the Great 
Lakes. The summer's high temperature is 
then carried over into fall, warming the 
air adjacent to the Lake and keeping fall 
frosts at bay within the Lake Erie 
viticultural] area for a month or more 
longer than surrounding areas. This 
results in an average frost-free period of 
approximately 170 to 175 days with a 
200 day frost-free period to be found in 
some portions of the Lake Erie area, the 
longest frost-free period in the Great 
Lakes region. Likewise, proximity to the 
Lake in winter affords considerable 
protection against extreme minimum 
temperatures, with winter minimum 
temperatures of less than minus ten 
degrees Fahrenheit being uncommon 
across most of the Lake Erie viticultural 
area while inland areas often 
experience temperatures 10 to 15 
degrees lower. 

In many portions of the Lake Erie 
viticultural area, the air drainage of a 
given site greatly affects its 
microclimate with respect to freeze and 
low temperature damage. In this regard, 


-the sloping areas found further inland 


within the Lake Erie viticultural area 
have rather an advantage over the more 
level areas often found closer to the 
Lake, and Lake Erie, by being at the 
lowest elevation, serves as a vast sink 
for cold air to drain into. 

__ The only portion of the Lake Erie 
viticultural area in which elevation and 
physical features play an important role 
in distinguishing this area from 
surrounding areas is in Chautauqua 
County, New York, and Erie County, 
Pennsylvania. In these areas, the high- 
elevation Allegheny Plateau with its too 
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short frost-free period and too long 
winter temperatures clearly limits the 
“lake effect” to a width of as little as 
three miles inland. 


Evidence of the Boundaries 


The following outlines the 
considerations employed in selecting the 
specific boundaries for the Lake Erie 
area: 

(1) Cazenovia Creek has been chosen 
as the northeastern boundary of the 
viticultural area. The area beyond the 
northeastern boundary is generally flat 
and consequently has poor drainage of 
air. 

(2) A line 12 miles inland from Lake 
Erie running from Cazenovia Creek near 
Colden, New York, to the 1,300-foot 
contour line near Dayton, New York, 
marks the general limit of the “lake 
effect” in Erie County, New York. The 
“lake effect” does not extend further 
inland because of the highlands of the 
“Boston Hills.” 

(3) From near Dayton, New York, to 
Godard, Pennsylvania, the 1300-foot 
contour line has been chosen as the 
boundary. This contour is the highest 
contiguous line that follows the crest of 
the escarpment of the Allegheny Plateau 
in this section. The are a above this 
elevation is generally cooler. 

(4) From Godard, Pennsylvania, west 
to the intersection of Ohio Route 45 and 
Interstate 90, a line six miles inland from 
Lake Erie is used as the boundary. 
Areas further inland in this section are 
generally too high and too level to enjoy 
good air or water drainage. 

(5) The boundary then proceeds south 
along Ohio Route 45 to a point about a 
mile north of Rock Creek, Ohio, 14 miles 
inland from Lake Erie, and then west 
along a line 14 miles inland from the 
Lake to the Ohio-Michigan border. In 
this area, the “lake effect” extends 
further inland first, in northeastern Ohio 
through Cleveland, due to the broken 
topography. Then from Cleveland to the 
west, the climatic moderation of Lake 
Erie extends further inland across the 
flat lowlands of north central and 
northwestern Ohio. 

(6) The boundary of the viticultural 
area then follows the Ohio-Michigan 
border to the shoreline of Lake Erie. 
Thence in a generally southeasterly 
direction along the shoreline of Lake 
Erie to Port Clinton. Then due north in a 
straight line to the United States- 
Canada border. Then in a southeasterly 
and then an easterly direction along the 
United States-Canada border until a 
point is reached which is due north of 
the easternmost point of Kelleys Island. 
The boundary then proceeds due south 
until it reaches the shoreline of Lake 
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Erie. The boundary was drawn in this 
way to encompass several islands in 
Lake Erie, including the Lake Erie {or 
Bass) Islands, upon which the climatic 
influence of Lake Erie is self-evident. 

(7) The boundary of the viticultural 
area then follows the lakeshore in a 
generally northeasterly direction back to 
the starting point. 


Boundaries 


The boundaries of the Lake Erie 
viticultural area as proposed in Notice 
No. 460 are adopted with some minor 
modifications. The Lake Erie viticultural 
area as described in the notice included 
approximately 775 square miles of water 
(Lake Erie). In this final rule, the 
boundaries have been changed to 
eliminate approximately 580 square 
miles of water. Consequently, the Lake 
Erie viticultural area, as delineated in 
this final rule, consists of approximately 
3,300 square miles of land area and 
approximately 195 square miles (statute) 
of Lake Erie for a total of 3,495 square 
miles. ATF believes that these 
boundaries delineate an area with 
distinguishable physical and climatic 
features. 

Currently, there is oné approved 
viticultural area located within the 
boundaries of the Lake Erie viticultural 
area. This viticultural area is named the 
Isle St. George (North Bass Island) 
viticultural area and is located in 
Ottawa County, Ohio, about 16 nautical 
miles north-northwest of Sandusky. 


Miscellaneous 


ATF does not wish to give the 
impression by approving the Lake Erie 
viticultural area that it is approving or 
endorsing the quality of the wine from 
this area. ATF is approving this area as 
being distinct from surrounding areas, 
not better than other areas. By 
approving the area, wine producers are 
allowed to claim a distinction on labels 
and advertisements as to origin of the 
grapes. Any commercial advantage 
gained can only come from consumer 
acceptance of Lake Erie wines. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 


The provisions of the Regulatory 
Fiexibility Act relating to an initial and 
final regulatory flexibility analysis (5 
U.S.C. 603, 604) are not applicable to this 
final rule because the final rule will not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. The 
final rule will not impose, or otherwise 
cause, a significant increase in the 
reporting, recordkeeping, or other 
compliance burdens on a substantial 
number of small entities. The final rule 
is not exvected to have significant 


secondary or incidental effects on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
Accordingly, it is hereby certified 
under the provisions of section 3 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 
605(b)), that this final rule will not have 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of smal! entities. 


Executive Order 12291 


It has been determined that this final 
regulation is not a “major rule” within 
the meaning of Executive Order 12291, 
46 FR 13193 (February 17, 1981), because 
it will not have an annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more; it will 
not result in a major increase in costs or 
prices for consumers, individual 
industries, Federal, State or local 
government agencies, or geographic 
regions; and it will not have significant 
adverse effects on competition, 
employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation, or on the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete 
with foreign-based enterprises in 
domestic or export markets. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 


The provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-511, 44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35, and its implementing 
regulations, 5 CFR Part 1320, do not 
apply to this final rule because no 
requirement to collect information is 
imposed. 


List of Subjects in 27 CFR Part 9 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Consumer protection. 
Viticultural areas, Wine. 


Disclosure 


A copy of the petition and comments 
received are available for inspection 
during normal business hours at the 
following location: ATF Reading Room, 
Room 4407, Office of Public Affairs and 
Disclosure, 12th and Pennsylvania 
Avenue, NW, Washington, DC. 


Drafting Information 


The principal author of this document 
is Robert L. White, Regulations and 
Procedures Division, Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms. 


Authority and Issuance 


Accordingly, under the authority 
contained in section 5 of the Federal 
Alcohol Administration Act (49 Stat. 
981, as amended; 27 U.S.C. 205), 27 CFR 
Part 9 is amended as follows: 


PART 9—AMERICAN VITICULTURAL 
AREAS 


Paragraph 1. The table of sections in 
27 CFR Part 9, Subpart C, is amended to 


add the title of § 9.63. As amended, the 
table of sections reads as follows: 


Subpart C—Approved American Viticultural 
Areas 


Sec. 


* - . * * 


983 Lake Erie. 


Par. 2. Subpart C is amended by 
adding § 9.83. As amended, Subpart C 
reads as follows: 


Subpart C—Approved American 
Viticuitural Areas 


§9.83 Lake Erie. 


(a) Nome. The name of the viticultural 
area described in this section is “Lake 
Erie.” 

(b) Approved maps. The appropriate 
maps for determining the boundaries of 
the Lake Erie viticultural area are four 
U.S.G.S. maps. They are titled: 

{1) “Toledo,” scale 1:250,000 (1956, 
revised 1978}; 

(2) “Cleveland,” scale 1:250,000 (1956, 
revised 1972): 

(3) “Erie,” scale 1:250,000 (1959, 
revised 1972); and ~ 

(4) “Buffalo,” scale 1:250,000 (1962). 

(c) Boundaries. The Lake Erie 
viticultural area is located along the 
shore and on the islands of Lake Erie 
across the States of New York, 
Pennsylvania, and Ohio. The beginning 
point is where Buffalo Creek empties 
into Lake Erie at Buffalo Harbor. 

(1} From the beginning point the 
boundary proceeds up Buffalo Creek to 
the confluence of Cazenovia Creek. 

(2) The boundary proceeds up 
Cazenovia Creek and thence up the 
west branch of Cazenovia Creek to a 
point approximately one mile north of 
Colden, New York, exactly 12 statute 
miles inland from any point on the shore 
of Lake Erie. 

(3) The boundary proceeds 
southwestward and along a line exactly 
12 statute miles inland from any point 
on the shore of Lake Erie to a point 
approximately one mile north of Dayton, 
New York, where it intersects the 1,300- 
foot contour line. 

(4) The boundary proceeds generally 
southwestward along the 1,300-foot 
contour line to a point almost two miles 
north-northwest of Godard, 
Pennsylvania, exacily six statute miles 
inland from any point on the shore of 
Lake Erie. 

(5) The boundary proceeds 
southwestward along a line exactly six 
statute miles inland from any point on 
the shore of Lake Erie to the point where 
it intersects Ohio Route 45 near the 
intersection with Interstate 90. 





: 


(6) The boundary southward 


proceeds 
along Ohio Route 45 to a point exactly 


one mile north of Rock Creek, Ohio. 

a The boundary proceeds 
westward, then westward, then 
aon mate one we a line 14 statute 
miles inland from any point on the shore 
of Lake Erie to the point where it 
intersects the Ohio-Michigan boundary 
just north of Centennial, Ohio. 

(8) The boundary then follows the 
Ohio-Michigan border in an easterly 
direction to the shoreline of Lake Erie. 
Thence in a generally southeasterly 
direction along the shoreline of Lake 
Erie to the mouth of the Portage River 
just north of Port Clinton. Thence due 
north in a straight line to the United 
States-Canada border. Thence in a 
southeasterly and then an easterly 
direction along the United States- 
Canada border until a point is reached 
which is due north of the easternmost 
point of Kellews Island. 

(S} The boundary then proceeds due 
south until it reaches the shoreline of 
Lake Erie. Thence the boundary follows 
the lakeshore in a generally 
northeasterly direction to the beginning 
point at the mouth of Buffalo Creek. 

Signed: October 1, 1963. 

W. T. Drake, 
Acting Director. 
Approved: October 13, 1983. 
David Q. Bates, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Operations). 
[FR Doc. &3-28787 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4810-31-M 


27 CFR Part 9 
[T.D. ATF-157; Re: Notice No. 462} 


Establishment of the Grand River 
Valley Viticultural Area 

AGENCY: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms, Department of the 
Treasury. 


ACTION: Final rule, Treasury decision. 


SUMMARY: This final rule establishes a 
viticultural area in Ohio known as 
“Grand River Valley.” The 
establishment of viticultural areas and 
the subsequent use of viticultural] area 
names as appellations of origin in wine 
labeling and advertising will help 
consumers better identify wines they 
purchase. The use of this viticultural 
area as an appellation of origin will also 
help winemakers distinguish their 
products from wines made in other 
areas. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 21, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John A. Linthicum, FAA, Wine and Beer 
Branch, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, 
NW, Washington, DC 20226 (202-566- 
7602). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


On August 23, 1978, ATF published 
Treasury Decision ATF-53 (43 FR 37672, 
54624) revising regulations in 27 CFR 
Part 4. These regulations allow the 
establishment of definite viticultural 
areas. The regulations also allow the 
name of an approved viticultural area to 
be used as an appellation of origin on 
wine labels and in wine advertisements. 

On October 2, 1979, ATF published 
Treasury Decision ATF-60 (44 FR 56692) 
which added a new Part 9 to 27 CFR, 
providing for the listing of approved 
American viticultural areas, the name of 
which may be used as appellations of 
origin. 

Section 4.25a(e)(1), Title 27, CFR, 
defines an American viticultural area as 
a delimited grape-growing region 
distinguishable by geographical 
features. Section 4.25a(e)(2) outlines the 
procedure for proposing an American 
viticultural area. Any interested person 
may petition ATF to establish a grape- 
growing region as a viticultural area. 

Mr. Anthony P. Debevec, President of 
Chalet Debonne Vineyards, Inc., a 
winery located in Madison, Ohio, 
petitioned ATF for the establishment of 
a viticultural area in northeastern Ohio 
to be known as “grand River Valley.” In 
response to this petition, ATF published 
a notice of proposed rulemaking (Notice 
No. 462) in the Federal Register on April 
4, 1983 (48 FR 14396) proposing the 
establishment of the Grand River Valley 
viticultural area. | 


Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 

Notice No. 462 proposed two 
alternative boundaries for the Grand 
River Valley viticultural area. The 
petitioner's boundary encompassed an 
area of approximately 125,000 acres and 
consisted of all of the land within 2 
statute miles, in any direction, of the 
Grand River from its origin to the point 
at which it flows into Lake Erie. 

Based on data contained in the 
petition for the establishment of the 
Lake Erie viticultural area, ATF 
proposed an alternative to the 
petitioner's boundary. About one-third 
of the entire valley of the Grand River is 
inside the Lake Erie viticultural area, 
established in a final rule published in 
today’s Federal Register. ATF believes 
that the lake's effect on climate is the 
overriding geographical feature affecting 
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viticulture in northeastern Ohio. 
Therefore, ATF proposed, as an 
alternative to the petitioner's boundary, 
that the Grand River Valley viticultural 
area be confined to that portion of the 
valley located within the Lake Erie 
viticultural area. 


Evidence of Name 


The name “Grand River” was 
assigned by early explorers and settlers 
to the river called “Sheauga” or 
“Geauga” by the natives. This Indian 
world actually means “raccoon” but 
was so widely misinterpreted that the 
name “Grand River” has applied to the 
river since the early nineteenth century. 


Evidence of Geographical Features 
Which Affect Viticultural Features 


The petition states, “With Lake Erie 
helping to provide an overall longer 
growing season (circa 175 days) the 
Grand River Valley itself contributes in 
fulfilling the air drainage requirements 
for prime viticultural lands.” ATF agrees 
that the moderating effect of Lake Erie 
distinguishes part of the proposed area 
from its surroundings. Further, the air 
drainage provided by the Grand River 
Valley distinguishes the area from the 
Lake Erie viticultural area which 
surrounds it. However, the natural 
boundary of the lake’s effect on climate 
divides the Grand River Valley into a 
climate area which is strongly 
influenced by the lake and a climate 
area which is weakly influenced or not 
influenced by the lake. 

Lake Erie’s moderating influence on 
the climate affects viticulture within a 
short distance inland from the shore. 
The lake freeezes in the winter and the 
late spring thaw prevents unseasonal 
warm spells in late winter and early 
spring. Otherwise, premature bud 
development during these unseasonal 
warm spells would leave the grapevines 
vulnerable to damage during a freeze in 
late spring. In autumn, the warm water 
of the lake delays the first freeze a 
month or longer in comparison to areas 
farther inland from the lake shore. The 
lake’s protection against spring frost 
damage and the delay of the first 
autumn frost result in a growing season 
between 170 and 185 days, depending on 
the distance inland from the lake shore. 

In Cultural Practices for Commercial 
Vineyards, Miscellaneous Bulletin 111, 
published by the New York State 
College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, 
in January 1980, the authors state: 
“Temperature is the first consideration 
in selecting the location of a vineyard. It 
involves length of growing season, as 
well as magnitude and frequency of 
winter minimums. Temperature 
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. requirements must be satisfied for a site 
to be considered.” The authors also note 
that for commercial viticulture in this 
region, a growing season of 165 days is 
considered minimal and 180 days is 
preferable, and that the winter minimum 
temperature should infrequently fall 
below minus 10 degrees Fahrenheit and 
almost never below minus 15 degrees 
Fahrenheit. 


Location of the Natural Inland 
Boundary of the Lake’s Effect 


In The occurrence of Freezing 
Temperatures in late spring and early 
fall, Special Circular 94, published by 
the Ohio Agricultural Experimental 
Station (now the Ohio Agricultural 
Research and Development Center, or 
O.A.R.D.C.), in October 1959, the isobar 
for the 180 day growing season passes 
lengthwise through the middle of Lake 
County. The isobar for the 170 day 
growing season passes through the 
intersection of the 3 county lines of 
Ashtabula, Lake and Geauga Counties 
(at a distance about 9 miles inland from 
the lake shore) and the intersection of 
the 3 county lines of Cuyahoga, Lake 
and Geauga Counties (at a distance 
about 7 miles inland from the lake 
shore). The isobar for the 160 day 
growing season is no closer than 20 
miles from the lake shore anywhere in 
Geauga County, and much farther from 
the lake shore throughout Ashtabula 
County. 

In Extreme Monthly and Annual 
Temperatures in Ohio, Research Bulletin 
1041, published by O.A.R.D.C., in 
November 1970, the isobar for the 
annual low temperature of —5 to —10 
degrees Fahrenheit corresponds closely 
with the isobar for the 170 day growing 
season previously discussed; the isobar 
for annual low temperature of —10 to 
—15 degrees Fahrenheit corresponds 
approximately with the isobar for the 
160 day growing season previously 
discussed. The isobar for average 
annual lowest temperature of 0 to —5 
degrees Fahrenheit is between 10 and 15 
miles from the lake shore; the average 
annua! lowest temperature of —5 to —10 
degrees Fahrenheit covers most of the 
State of Ohio. 

These data help identify the natura] 
inland boundary of the lake’s 
moderating effect on the climate. Based 
on these data, the Lake Erie viticultural 
area boundary in northeastern Ohio has 
been established as any point which is 6 
miles inland from the shore east of Ohio 
Route 45, and 14 miles inland from the 
shore west of Ohio Route 45. This 
boundary is also established as the 
inland boundary of the Grand River 
Valley viticultural area, the approximate 


point where the lake's effect is 
dissipated. 
Air Drainage 

Air drainage is a geographical feature 
affecting viticulture which is found in 
any river valley, It is manifested by the 
tendency of cool air to sink along the 
surrounding topography and drain to the 
surface of the water. This phenomenon 
draws warmer air closer to the ground 
and reduces the incidence of frost 
damage. Air drainage distinguishes the 
Grand River Valley viticultural area 
from the Lake Erie viticultural area 
which surrounds it on all sides except, 
as discussed above, at the inland 
boundary of the lake’s climate influence. 
The boundary of the Grand River Valley 
viticultural area is established as any 
point which is two miles, in any 
direction, from the river, the 
approximate point where the air 
drainage feature is dissipated. 


Public Comments 


In response to Notice No. 462, ATF 
received three comments, all from 
officials of the state government. All of 
the comments were in favor of 
establishment of the Grand River Valley 
viticultural area. None of the comments 
discussed the boundary issue presented 
in the notice. 


Alternative Boundary Adopted as 
Proposed 


Based on the data discussed above, 
ATF is establishing the Grand River 
Valley viticultural area confined to the 
portion of the valley within the 
approved Lake Erie viticultural area. 

The boundary proposed as an 
alternative by ATF (proposed § 9.87b) is 
established as the approved boundary, 
described in § 9.87. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 


The provisions of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act relating to a final 
regulatory flexibility analysis (5 U.S.C. 
604) are not applicable to this final rule 
because it will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. The final rule 
will not impose, or otherwise cause, a 
significant increase in the reporting, 
recordkeeping, or other compliance 
burdens on a substantial number of 
small entities. The final rule is not 
expected to have significant secondary 
or incidental effects on a substantial 
number of small entities. 

Accordingly, it is hereby certified 
under the provisions of Section 3 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 
605(b)) that this final rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 


Executive Order 12291 

In compliance with Executive Order 
12291 the Bureau has determined that 
this final rule is not a major rule since it 
will not result in: 

(a) An annual effect on the economy 
of $100 million or more: 

(b) A major increase in costs or prices 
for consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; or 

(c) Sign‘ficant adverse effects on 
competit.von, employment, investment, 
productivity, or on the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete 
with foreign-based enterprises in 
domestic or export markets. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

The provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-511, 44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35, and its implementing 
regulations, 5 CFR Part 1320, do not 
apply to this final rule because no 
requirement to collect information is 
imposed. 


List of Subjects in 27 CFR Part 9 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Consumer protection, 
Viticultural areas, Wine. 


Drafting Information 
The principal author of this document 
is John A. Linthicum, FAA, Wine and 


Beer Branch, Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms. 


Authority 


This regulation is issued under the 
authority in 27 U.S.C. 205. Accordingly, 
27 CFR Part 9 is amended as follows: 


PART 9—AMERICAN VITICULTURAL 
AREAS 


Paragraph 1. The table of sections in 
27 CFR Part 9, Subpart C, is amended to 
add the heading of § 9.87. As amended, 
the table of sections reads as follows: 


Subpart C—Approved American Viticulturai 
Areas 


Sec. 


: . * > > 


9.87 Grand River Valley. 
Subpart C—Approved American 
Viticultural Areas 


Par. 2. Subpart C is amended by 
adding § 9.87 to read as follows: 


§9.87 Grand River Valley. 
(a) Name. The name of the viticultural ~ 
area described in this section is “Grand 
River Valley.” 
(b) Approved map. The approved map 
for determining the boundary of the 
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number NK 17-8, dated 1956, revised 
1972. 
(c) Boundary. The Grand River Valley 
iticultural area is located in the- 


the land west of Ohio Route 45 which is 
within 2 statute miles, in any direction. 
of the Grand River, and which is also 
within 14 statute miles inland from any - 
point on the shore of Lake Erie. 


Deputy Assistant Secretary (Operations) 
[FR Doc. 63-28766 Filed 10-20-83 &45 am} 


SuMMARY: This notice approves various 


supplements to the Virginia State plan 
for eareant safety and health. 
These supplements, representing 
completion of several of the State's 
developmental steps, concern: 
promulgation ao safety and health 
standards identical to the Federal 
standards; adoption of the Federal 
standards for explosives; staffing of 
both the safety and health compliance 
programs; institution of a 
system for cases contested under the 
State's judicial review system; revision 
of job specifications for both safety and 
health personnel; and development of 
health and safety inspection scheduling 


t of Labor, Washington. D.C. 
20210, (202) 523-8148. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 

Part 1953 of Title 29, Code of Federal 
Regulations, provides procedures under 
Section 18 of the tional Safety 
and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 667) 
(hereinafter called the Act) for review of 
changes and progress in the 
development and implementation of 
State plans which have been approved 
in accordance with Section 18{c) of the 
Act and 29 CFR Part 1902. The Virginia 
plan was approved by the Assistant 
Secretary for Occupational Safety and 
Health (hereinafter called the Assistant 
Secretary) as a developmental plan on 
September 23, 1976. On September 28. 
1976, a notice was published in the 
Federal Register (41 FR 42655) 
containing the approval decision, 
description of the plan, and schedule of 
the State's major developmental 
commitments. By a letter dated March 
23, 1977, from Edmond M. 
Commissioner of the Virginia 
Department of Labor and Industry. by 
letters dated October 5 and November 2. 
1977, August 11 and November 11, 1978, 
September 17, 1980, and May 27 and 
October 9, 1981. from Robert F. Beard. 
Jr.. Commissioner of the Virginia 
Department of Labor and Industry, by 
letters dated September 7, 1977, and 
May 9, 1979, from Robert S. Jackson, 
Assistant Commissioner of the Virginia 
Department of Health, by letters dated 
December 11, 1980, and October 30, 
1981, from Clayton P. Deane, Assistant 
Commissioner of the Virginia 
Department of Labor and Industry, and 
by a letter dated May 28, 1982, from 
Janice L. Thomas, Chief Administrator 
for Occupational Safety, Virginia 
Department of Labor and Industry. to 
David H. Rhone, Regional 
Administrator, the State of Virginia 
submitted developmental plan change 
supplements addressing the completion 
of a number of the developmental steps 
set forth in the initial approval decision. 
Following regional review, the 
supplements were forwarded to the 
Assistant Secretary for determination as 
to whether they should be approved. 
The supplements are described below. 
Description of the Supplements 

1. Standards Promulgation. In 
accordance with the requirement of the 
developmental step set forth in 29 CFR 
1953.373{a}, the State was to have 
adopted occupational safety and health 
standards identical to the Federal 
standards by January 1, 1978. On March 
23, 1977, the State submitted standards 
which were identical to 29 CFR Parts 


1910 for General Industry and 1926 for 
Construction, as published in the 
Federal Register on December 21, 1976, 
including all additions, revisions, 
amendments and corrections thereto, 
with the exception of the State standard 
for ionizing radiation, which was 
determined to be at least as effective as 
the comparable Federal standard (29 
CFR 1910.96). The State’s submission 
was approved by the Regional 
Administrator im the Federal Register of 
March 17, 1978 (43 FR 11274). By a letter 
dated November 11, 1978, the State 
submitted standards identical to 29 CFR 
Part 1928 for Agriculture. The State's 
submission was approved by the 
Regional Administrator in the Federal 
Register of June 12, 1979 (44 FR 33751). 
By a letter dated September 17, 1980, the 
State reported that the Virginia Safety, 
and Health Codes Commission had 
revoked the State’s ionizing radiation 
standard and adopted standards 
identical to 29 CFR 1910.96 and 1926.53 
for exposure to ionizing radiation in 
general industry and construction, 
respectively, and were approved in the 
Federal Register of August 20, 1982 (47 


‘FR 36485). In addition, Virginia 


occupational safety and health 
standards identical to the Federal 
standards have been promulgated. 
subsequently amended to reflect 
changes in and additions to Federal 
standards, and approved by the 
Regional Administrator in the Federal 
Register of July 15, 1980 (45 FR 47548) 
and August 18, 1981 (46 FR 41886). 

2. Explosives Standard. in accordance 
with the requirement of the 
developmental step set forth in 29 CFR 
1952.373{j), the State was to amend the 
State explosives code to contain only 
standards identical to the Federal 
standards. Included in the State’s 
standards submission of March 23, 1977, 
were standards indentical to the Federal 
standards for explosives and blasting 
agents in general industry and 
contruction, respectively (29 CFR 
1910.109, 29 CFR 1926.860 and 29 CFR 
Part 1926, Subpart U). The State's 
submission was approved by the 
Regional Administrator in the Federal 
Register of March 17, 1978 (43 FR 11274}. 

3. Compliance Staffing Requirements. 
In accordance with the requirement of 
the developmental step set forth in 29 
CFR 1952.373{e), both safety and health 
compliance programs were to be fully 
staffed by Fiscal Year 1979. At the time 
of plan approval, this developmental 
step contemplated a minimum 
compliance staff of 32 safety and health 
compliance officers. On August 11, 1978, 
the State submitted a grant application 
for Fiscal Year 1979 which included 
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allocation positions for 38 safety and 18 
health compliance officers. The number 
of allocated positions for safety and 
health has remained the same through 
Fiscal Year 1983 and substantially 
conforms with the requirements of this 
developmental step. In light of current 
budgetary restraints and the available 
supply of trained professionals, the 
State has not, however, achieved the 
staffing benchmarks necessary for final 
plan approval. as established by the 
U.S. District Court in “AFL-CIO v. 
Marshall,” 570 F.2d 1030 (D.C. Cir. 1978). 

4. Court Reporting System. In 
accordance with the requirement of the 
developmental step set forth in 29 CFR 
1952.373(g), the State was to have 
developed and implemented a system 
for the reporting of court decisions 
resulting from the State's judicial system 
for the review of contested cases. By a 
letter dated May 27, 1981, the State 
submitted the first annual compilation of 
Final Orders of the Virginia General 
District Courts and the Virginia Circuit 
Courts in Contested Cases Arising 
Under the Virginia Occupational Safety 
and Health Act, with the first 
publication covering the period of July 1, 
1979 through June 30, 1980. The State has 
published a second compilation, 
covering the period of July 1, 1980 
through June 30, 1981, and a third 
publication is under preparation. These 
publications have been determined to 
fulfill the State’s developmental step 
regarding its court reporting system. The 
State's automated Management 
Information System, also included in 29 
CFR 1952.373(g), was previously 
approved as a completed developmental 
step on November 21, 1980 (45 FR 77001). 
Virginia has been a participant in the 
Federal Unified Management 
Information System since July 1, 1982. 

5. Review of Job Qualifications. In 
accord. 1ce with the requirement of the 
developmental step set forth in 29 CFR 
1952.373(k), the State was to review and 
revise job specifications for both safety 
and health personnel to accurately 
reflect job functions within 12 months of 
plan approval. By a letter dated October 
5, 1977, the State submitted revised job 
specifications for personnel of the 
Virginia Department of Labor and 
Industry and the Virginia Department of 
Health. The U.S. Office of Personnel 
Management reviewed the submissions 
and by letters dated January 10 and 
March 6, 1979, confirmed that the 
Department of Labor and Industry and 
Department of Health were in 
substantial conformity with the 
Intergovernmental Merit System 
Standards. The State has continued to 


update its job specifications by letters 
dated September 17, 1980, and October 
9, 1981. In addition, by a letter dated 
March 23, 1977, the U.S. Civil Service 
Commission confirmed that both the 
Department of Labor and Industry and 
Department of Health were in 
conformance with the Intergovernmental 
Merit System Standards applicable to 
the OSHA program and that both 
agencies had implemented Affirmative 
Action programs. 

6. Inspection Scheduling System. In 
accordance with the requirement of the 
developmental step set forth in 29 CFR 
1952.373(m), Virginia was to develop 
inspection scheduling systems for both 
the safety and health programs. By a 
letter dated September 7, 1977, the State 
submitted a health standards 
enforcement plan which included a 
health inspection scheduling system. 
The health scheduling system was found 
to be comparable to the Federal system 
with the exception that there was no 
provision for priority being given to the 
enforcement of new health standards. 
By a letter dated May 9, 1979, the State 
amended its health scheduling system to 
include such a provision. By a letter 
dated November 2, 1977, the State 
submitted an industry inspection 
planning guide for safety which was 
found to be consistent with the Federal 
inspection scheduling system. The State 
has subsequently adopted revisions 
identical to revisions to the Federal 
scheduling systems for safety as well as 
health inspections by letters dated 
December 11, 1980, October 30, 1981. 
and May 28, 1982. 


Location of the Plan and its 
Supplements for Inspection and Copying 


A copy of the State’s plan and the 
supplements may be inspected and 
copied during normal business hours at 
the following locations: Office of the 
Director of Federal Compliance and 
State Programs, Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration, Room N- 
3700, U.S. Department of Labor, 200 
Constitution Avenue, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20210; Office of the Regional 
Administrator, Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration, U.S. Department 
of Labor, Room 2100, Gateway Center, 
3535 Market Street, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 19104; and Office of the 
Commissioner, Department of Labor and 
Industry, 205 North Fourth Street, 
Richmond, Virginia 23241. 


Public Participation 


Under 29 CFR 1953.2{c), the Assistant 
Secretary may prescribe alternative 
procedures to expedite the review 
process or for any other good cause 


which may be consistent with 
applicable law. The Assistant Secretary 
finds that all of the Virginia plan 
supplements described above are 
consistent with commitments contained 
in the approved plan, which was 
previously made available for public 
comment, and that a number of the plan 
supplements are substantially in 
agreement with requirements of 
comparable Federal program changes. 
Accordingly, it is found that further 
public comment and notice is 
unnecessary. 


List of Subjects in 29 CFR Part 1952 


Intergovernmental relations, Law 
enforcement, Occupational safety and 
health. 


aides 
PART 1952—{ AMENDED] 


After careful consideration, the 
Virginia plan supplements outlined 
above are approved under Part 1953. In 
addition, Subpart EE of 29 CFR Part 1952 
is amended to reflect the completion of 
six developmental steps by adding 
paragraphs (g), (h), (i). (j). (k). and (1) to 
§1952.374 as follows: 


§ 1952.374 Completed developmental 
steps. 


(g) In accordance with 29 CFR 
1952.373{a), Virginia was to completely 
adopt standards ider ical to the Federal 
standards by January 1, 1978. State 
standards identical to the Federal 
standards of 29 CFR Part 1910 (General 
Industry) and Part 1926 (Construction) 
and as effective as the Federal 
standards for ionizing radiation 
exposure became effective on April 15. 
1977, and were approved by the 
Regional Administrator in the Federal 
Register of March 17, 1978 (43 FR 11274). 
State standards identical to the Federal 
standards in 29 CFR Part 1928 
(Agriculture) became effective on April 
1, 1978, and were approved by the 
Regional Administrator in the Federal 
Register of June 12, 1979 (44 FR 3375). 
The State’s subsequent adoption of 
standards identical to the Federal 
standards for ionizing radiation 
exposure was approved on August 20, 
1982 (47 FR 36485). The State has 
continued to adopt standards, 
amendments and corrections identical to 
the Federal, as noted in separate 
standards approval notices. 

(h) In accordance with 29 CFR 
1952.373(e), the State met its 
developmental commitment for the 
staffing of its compliance program by 





Fiscal Year 1979 with the submission of 


its Fiscal Year 1979 grant application on 
August 11, 1978, which allocated 38 


(i) In accordance with 29 CFR 
1 Virginia met its 
developmental t for the 
development and implementation of a 
system for the reporting of court 
decisions resulting from the State’s 
system for the judicial review of 
contested cases with the submission of a 
publication on May 27, 1981, which 
compiled final orders and decisions 
regarding cases contested to the Virginia 
General District and Circuit Courts. The 
State has subsequently submitted other 
compilations which are to be published 
annually. This amendment was 
approved by the Assistant Secretary on 
October 14, 1983. 

(j) In accordance with 29 CFR 
1952.373{j). Virginia submitted revised 
standards for explosives and blasting 
agents on March 23, 1977, which were 
found’to be identical to the Federal 
standards and were approved by the 
Regional Administrator in the Federal 
Register of March 17, 1978 (43 FR 11274). 

(k) In accordance with 29 CFR 
1952.373{k}, the State met its 
developmental commitment of reviewing 
and revising job descriptions for both 
safety and health personnel with the 
submission of revised job specifications 
orf October 5, 1977. This supplement was 
approved by the Assistant Secretary on 
October 14, 1983. 

(I) in accordance with 29 CFR 


programs on 

September 7 and November 2, 1977, and 
a revised health scheduling system on 
May 9, 1979. The State has subsequently 
adopted revisions identical io revisions 
to the Federal scheduling system for 
safety as well as health inspections with 
submissions dated December 11. 1980, 
October 30, 1961, and May 28, 1982. 
These amendments were approved by 
the Assistant Secretary on October 14, 
1983. 
(Sec. 18, Pub. L. 91-596, 84 Stat. 1608 (29 
U.S.C. 667))} 

Signed at Washington. D.C.. this 14th day 
of October, 1983. 
Thorne G. Auchter, 
Assistant Secretary of Labor. 
[FR Doc. 63-28769 Filed 10-20-80: 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4510-26-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 
32 CFR Part 235 


(DoD Directive 4700.3} 


Mineral Exploration and Extraction on 
DoD Lands 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary. DoD. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


sumMMARY: This rule establishes DoD 
policy concerning mineral exploration 
and extraction on DoD lands, that is that 
DoD lands may be made available for 
mineral exploration and extraction to 
the maximum extent possible consistent 
with military operations, national 
defense activities, and Department of 
the Army civil works activities. The 
Department of Defense favors 
development of an overail mineral 
leasing policy'on DoD lands with the 
view to increasing on-shore oil and gas 
exploration. This rule is hereby 
published to advise the public of this 
policy and to express certain 
relationships between the DoD and the 
Department of the Interior, the federal 
mineral leasing agency. 

DATE: This rule was approved and 
signed by the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense on September 28, 1983, and is 
effective as of that date. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Edgar F. Rummel, Chairman, 
Department of Defense Mineral Leasing 
Committee, Room 5138, Pulaski Building, 
20 Massachusetts Avenue, NW, 
Washington, DC 20314, telephone: 202- 
272-0511. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

1. Executive Order 12291. The 
Department of Defense has determined 
that this rule is not a major rule because 
it is not likely to result in an annual 


- effect on the economy of $100 million or 


more. 

2. Paperwork Reduction Act. This rule 
does not impose a burden under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, U.S.C. 
3501 et seq. 

3. Regulatory Flexibility Act. The 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and 
Logistics) certifies that this rule shall be 
exempt from the requirements under 5 
U.S.C. 601-612. 


List of Subjects in 32 CFR Part 235 


Mineral exploration, Mineral 
extraction, Government property. 

Accordingly, 32 CFR is amended by 
adding a new Part 235, reading as 
follows: 


' 235.6 
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PART 235—MINERAL EXPLORATION 
AND EXTRACTION ON DoD LANDS 


Sec. 

235.1 
235.2 
235.3 
235.4 
235.5 


Purpose. 

Applicability and Scope. 

Definitions. 

Policy. 

Responsibilities. 

Procedures. 

235.7 Summary of Leasing Authorities. 
Authority: 30 U.S.C. 212, 22. 181 et seq... 351 

et seq., G01 et seq.. 1001 et seq., 1601 et seq. 40 

U.S.C. 471. 43 U.S.C. 155 et seg. 


§ 235.1 Purpose. 

Under 30 U.S.C. 21a, 22, 181 et seg., 
351 ef seq., 601 et seq., 1001 et seq., and 
1601 et seg., 40 U.S.C. 471, and 43 U.S.C. 
155 et seq., this rule establishes policy, 
assigns responsibilities, and provides 
procedures for making DoD lands 
available for mineral exploration and 
extraction. 


§ 235.2 Applicability and scope. 

(a) This Directive applies ta the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense and the 
Military Departments (including their 
National Guard and reserve 
components). 

(b} It applies to DoD-controlled lands 
acquired or withdrawn from the public 
domain (including Army civil works 
lands) within the United States and its 
territories and possessions for which the 
mineral rights are owned by the United 
States, with the following exceptions: 

(1) Mineral leasing of lands situated 
within incorporated cities, towns, and 
villages (30 U.S.C. 351 et seg. and 181 et 
seq.). 

(2} Mineral leasing of tidelands or 
submerged lands (30 U.S.C. 351). 

(3) Certain hardrock minerals known 
as locatables (30 U.S.C. 22}. 

(4) A class of minerals composed of 
sand and gravel known as saleables (30 
U.S.C. 601 et seg. and 41 CFR 101- 
47.302-2). 


§ 235.3 Definitions. 


(a) Leasable Minerals. Minerals, such 
as oil and gas, that are owned by the 
United States and that have been 
authorized under statute a8 potential 
minerals for extraction under a mineral 
lease (30 U.S.C. et seq., 181 et seq., and 
1001 et seg. 

(b) Locatable Minerals. Minerals. 
such as gold and silver, that are owned 
by the United States, that are on public 
domain lands, that are subject to 
discovery and claim, and that are not 
leasable or saleable (30 U.S.C. 22). 

(c) Mineral Lease. A grant of a right to 
explore for and extract leasable 
minerals. No surface occupancy, drilling, 
or other mineral extraction is permitted 
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until an operations plan is by 
the Dol in consultation with the Military 
concerned. 


Department 

s (d) cw eae hao The 
tegra t oF resources, 

each with Gooten & other, to achieve their 

optimum use.and enjoyment while 

maintaining environmental and other 

qualities in balance. 

(e) Permit. Temporary permission to 
conduct seismic or other geological and 
geopohysical tests before requesting a 
mineral lease. 

(f) Saleable Minerals. Common 
variety minerals, such as sand, clay, and 
gravel, that are sold under certain 
statutory authorities (30 U.S.C. et seg. 
and 41 CFR 101-47.302-2 


§235.4 Policy. 

In accordance with established DoD 
policy to promote optimal use of real 
property under the multiple-use 
principle (DoD Directive 4700.1), DoD 
lands shall be made available for 
mineral exploration and extraction to 
the maximum extent possibie consistent 
with military operations, national 
defense activities, and Army civil works 
activities. 
$235.5 Responsibilities. 

(a) The Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, 
and Logistics) shall: 

(1) Have primary responsibility for 
developing DoD policy for mineral 
exploration and extraction on DoD 
lands. 

(2) Ensure that the Military 
Departments issue regulatory documents 
implementing this Directive. 

(b) The Secretaries of the Military 
Departments shall: 

(1) Review and approve or disapprove 
requests from the Department of the 
Interior (Dol), the federal mineral 
leasing agency, to lease DoD lands 
under 43 U.S.C. 155 et seg. and DoD 
Directive 5160.63. 

(2) Issue regulatory documents 
implementing this Directive to prescribe 
procedures relating to the issuance of 
permits and leases and the approval of 
plans of operations for mineral 
exploration and extraction. 

(3) Formulate a system for 
maintaining of land status to 
assist the Dol in mineral leasing. This 
system shall be established in 
accordance with DoD Directive 5000.11 
and shall use existing standard data 
elements from DoD 5000.12-M, 
whenever possible. 


§ 235.6 Procedures. 


(a) If a Military Department cannot 
consent to exploration or extraction, it 


also may not approve testing or leasing. 


i and 
ee 
ranting approval for leasing usually 
iidineiacmeat " 


Accordingly, initi 
approval clearly shall indicate - 
conditions, if known, under which 
further exploration or extraction shall be 
allowed. For example, classified 
operations, ammunition and 
operational storage requirements, and 
contaminated lands may restrict or 
exclude leasing or may require no 
surface disturbance stipulations (DoD 
5154.4-S). 

(b) The Military Departments may 
issue permits to parties interested in 
conducting seismic or other geophysical 
tests on DoD lands. In unusual 
circumstances, the Military 
may refer permit applications to the Dol 
for issuance. Permits are subject to the 
approval of, and conditions imposed by, 
the Military Department concerned. The 
issuing agency shall make any required 
environmental and cultural studies. For 
permits issued by the Dol, the Military 
Department concerned shall provide, 
upon request, environmental and 
cultural information held by the 


Department. 
(c) Leases. The Dol receives and 

processes all mineral lease requests and 
thee: Saveaiie nels haemo and tide 
report requests to the Military 
Department concerned. The Military 
Department then shall decide whether 
and under what conditions its land may 
be made available for leasing. 

(1) Environmental and Cultural 
Considerations for Leases. As the lead 
agency, the Dol obtains all 
environmental and cultural 
documentation before deciding to lease. 
The responsibilities of the Military 
Department concerned, when acting as a 
cooperating agency, shall be limited to 
providing to the Dol, upon request, any 
available environmental and cultural 
information. 

(2) Title Search. The Military 
Department concerned shall furnish to 
the Dol available information for 
acquired lands. Dol title records shall be 
relied upon for withdrawn public 
domain lands, except that the Military 
Departments shall identify all 
outstanding interests, such as easements 
and licenses. When title information is 
incomplete, the Military Department 
shall so advise the Dol. 

(3) Plans of Operations. After the 
lease is executed, the lessee submits a 


plan of operations (Application for 
Permit to Drill for oil and gas or Mining 
Plan for other minerals) to the Dol for 
technical review and coordination with 
the Military Department concerned. As 


information; and concurrence with the 
plan. The Dol then formalizes the 
environmental considerations and 
approves the plan with the stipulations 
supplied by the Military Department. 
Stipulations shall be tied directly to the 
details of the proposed plan of 
operations, and each stipulation shall be 
objectively justifiable. 

(4) The Dol has the responsibility for 
the collection and disposition of 
proceeds derived from mineral leasing. 


§ 235.7 Summary of mineral leasing 
authorities. 


(a) 30 U.S.C. 351 et seg. authorizes 
leasing of coal, phosphate, sodium, 
potassium, oil, oil shale, gas, or sulfer 
within acquired DoD lands. 30 U.S.C. 
181 et seg. authorizes leasing of coal, 
phosphate, sodium, oil, oil shale, native 
asphalt, solid or semi-solid bitumen, and 
bituminous rock or gas within DoD- 
withdrawn public domain lands under 
certain conditions and in certain places. 
Under the leasing statutes, the Secretary 
of the Interior is responsible for granting 
and administering such leases. 30 U.S.C. 
101 et seg. authorizes the Secretary of 
the Interior to issue leases for 
development of geothermal steam and 
associated resources on public lands. 
This includes public lands withdrawn 
for use by the Military Departments. 

(b) 30 U.S.C. 351 et seg. specifically 
provides for consent of the head of the 
executive department having 
jurisdiction over the lands containing 
the mineral deposit before leasing. For 
public domain lands withdrawn for use 
of the Department of Defense 43 U.S.C. 
155 et seg. provides that there will be no 
disposition of or exploration for 
minerals on public domain lands when 
the Secretary of Defense, in consultation 
with the Secretary of the Interior, 
determines that such disposition or 
exploration is inconsistent with the 
military use of the land. 

M. S. Healy, 

OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Department of Defense. 

October 18, 1983. 


[FR Doc. 83-28726 Filed 10-20-83; &45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3810-01-m 





- ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
action: Notice of final rule. 


summary: This rule approves the 
transfer of certain water discharge 
regulatory responsibilities from one 
Virginia State Agency to another 
without any change in the substance of 
those responsibilities. Currently the 
Virginia State Water Control Board 
(SWCB) administers the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permitting program for J 
regulating all discharges of pollutants to 
waters within Virginia. This rule will 
approve transfer of the NPDES authority 
for regulating pollutant discharges from 
coal mining and reclamation facilities 
from the SWCB to the Virginia 
Department of Conservation and 
Economic Development, Division of 
Mined Land Reclamation (DMLR), 
which is already charged with other . 
regulatory responsibilities for these 
facilities. 

DATE: This rule will become effective 
October 21, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Marilyn Goode, Permits Division (EN- 
336), U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, 401 M St. SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20460, 202-426-7010. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
March 31, 1975, the Commonwealth of 
Virginia was given approval by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
to administer the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit program for regulating discharges 
of pollutants to waters within its 
boundaries. On December 15, 1981, the 
Commonwealth was conditionally 
approved to implement and administer 
the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA) for 
coal mining and reclamation operations 
within the Commonwealth. In Virginia, 
the NPDES permit program is 
administered by the State Water Control 
Board (SWCB) and the SMCRA permit 
program is administered by the 
Department of Conservation and 
Economic Development, Division of 
Mined Land Reclamation (DMLR). 


For coal mining and reclamation 
facilities, the requirements of the NPDES 
and SMCRA permit programs are 
overlapping and duplicative. To reduce 
confusion and duplication of effort, as 
well as to provide the coal industry with 
“onestop” permitting, Virginia has 
requested that EPA approve a 
modification of its NPDES program to 
permit DMLR to assume NPDES 
responsibilities related to coal mining 
currently performed by the SWCB. 
DMLR will then issue to each qualifying 
coal mining or reclamation facility a 
single permit incorporating the 
requirements of both the SMCRA and 
NPDES programs and wil! administer 
both Acts. SWCB will have the 
opportunity to review the permits in 
order to concur in the effluent 
limitations or to impose any more 
stringent limitations necessary to 
maintain water quality standards. 

On September 21, 1982, EPA published 
a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (47 FR 
41599) which proposed to transfer 
NPDES responsibilities for coal mines to 
DMLR. No public comments were 
received. 

Based on the foregoing, it is the 
decision of the Administrator of EPA to 
modify the Commonwealth of Virginia's 
NPDES authorization to allow 
implementation of the portion of the 
program described above by the DMLR 
instead of by the SWCB. No substantive 
rights or obligations of any person will 
be affected by this amendment. The 
Administrator's decision to approve the 
proposed amendment has been based on 
the apparent need for such a revision, 
the lack of public comments received, 
and on a determination that the 
amendment meets the requirement of 
the Clean Water Act and 40 CFR 123.62. 

This notice incorporates by reference 
the Memorandum of Agreement signed 
on July 17, 1981 by Mr. Fred Walker 
(Director of the Department of 
Conservation and Economic 
Development) and Mr. R. V. Davis 
(Executive Secretary, SWCB). The 
Memorandum sets forth the joint 
permitting plan described above. 


Review Under Executive Order 12291 
and the Regulatory Flexibility Act 


The Office of Management and Budget 
has exempted this action from the OMB 
review requirements of Executive Order 
12291 pursuant to Section 8({b) of that 
Order. 

Pursuant to Section 605(d) of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 
et. seq.), | certify that this State program 
revision will not have a significant 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. Revision of the Virginia NPDES 
program establishes no new substantive 
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requirements, but merely transfers 
responsibilities for administration of the 
program from one State agency to 
another. 

Dated: September 28, 1983. 
William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. &3-28709 Filed 10-20-83; 6:45 amj 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


‘40 CFR Part 271 


[SW-4-FRL 2455-3] 


Hazardous Waste Management 
Program; Tennessee; Request for 
Extension of Application Deadline for 
interim Authorization 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION: Notice of extension of 
application submission and interim 
authorization period. 


summary: On September 15, 1983, the 
State of Tennessee requested a further 
extension beyond the September 15, 
1983 deadline previously granted for 
submission of their application for Phase 
Il of Interim Authorization under the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) of 1976 as amended (48 FR 
34954, August 2, 1983). 

Tennessee must continue to pursue 
legislative and regulatory changes to 
resolve several issues necessary for 
approval of Phase II interim and final 
authorization. Anticipating enactment of 
the necessary legislation and 
regulations, Tennessee would like to 
proceed directly toward Final 
Authorization. EPA is granting an 
extension to April 1, 1984, for 
submission of a draft application for 
Final Authorization. This extension 
allows Tennessee to retain Phase I 
interim authorization pending 
submission of draft and complete 
applications for final authorization. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James H. Scarbrough, Chief, Residuals 
Management Branch, Environmental 
Protection Agency, 345 Courtland Street, 
NE., Atlanta, Georgia, 30365, Telephone 
(404) 681-3016. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


40 CFR 271.122(c){4) (formerly 
§ 123.122(c)(4); 47 FR 32377, July 26, 
1982) requires that States which have 
received any but not all Phases/ 
Components of interim authorization 
amend their original submissions by July 
26, 1983, to include al! Components of 
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Phase II. 40 CFR 271.137(a) (formerly 
§ 123.137(a}; 47 FR 32378, July 26, 1982) 
further provides that on July 26, 1983, 
interim authorizations terminate except 
where the State has submitted by that 
date an application for all Phases/ 
Components of interim authorization. 
Where the authorization (approval) of 
the State program terminates, EPA is to 
administer and enforce the Federal 
program in those States. However, the 
Regional Administrator extended the 
July 26, 1983 deadline for termination of 
the approval of the State program to 
allow Tennessee time to make 
regulatory changes and administrative 
changes necessary to qualify for Phase 
Il, Interim Authorization. The most 
significant issues include: The 
Tennessee Hazardous Waste 
Management Act T.C.A. section 68-46- 
103{1) and (2) allows exemptions for air 
emissions and water discharges; T.C.A. 
section 68-46-106(a)}(3) does not subject 
owners of treatment, storage, and 
disposal facilities to utilization of the 
manifest system; 68-46-108(b) limits the 
transporter requirements to the 
reporting of information; and the State 
of Tennessee does not provide for 
citizen intervention in state civil 
enforcement actions as a matter of right. 


Note.—40 CFR Part 123, including the July 
26, 1982 amendments (47 FR 32373}, was 
recodified on April 1, 1983 as 40 CFR Part 271 
(48 FR 14248). 


Anticipating enactment of the 
necessary legislation and regulations, 
Tennessee has committed to the 
following schedule for ‘applying for final 
authorization: 

April 1, 1984—Submit draft 
application for Final Authorization. 

July 31, 1984—Submit a complete 
application for Final Authorization. 
Decision 

Considering the above schedule, 
immediate reversion of Phase I due to 
failure to meet the previous deadline 
was not in the best interest of the State, 
this Agency, the regulated community, 
or the citizens of Tennessee. I found 
there was good cause to grant the 
State’s request for a further extension 
beyond the September 15, 1983 deadline 
previously granted for applying for 
interim authorization. Therefore, 
Tennessee must officially submit a draft 
application for Final Authorization on or 
before April 1, 1984, and a complete 
application for Final Authorization on or 
before July 31, 1984. If the State fails to 
submit draft and complete applications 
by the above respective dates, approval 
of the State program will terminate and 
administration of the hazardous waste 
management program will revert to EPA. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 271 


Hazardous materials, Indian-lands, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Waste treatment and 
disposal, Intergovernmental relations, 
Penalties, Confidential business 
information. 


Authority 

This notice is issued under the 
authority of Sections 2002{a), 3006 and 
7004(b) of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended by the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, 
as amended, 42 U.S.C. 6912{a), 6926 and 
6974(B). 

Dated: September 30, 1983. 
John A. Little, 
Acting Regional Administrator. 
{FR Doc. 83-28587 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 amj 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


41 CFR Parts 1-4 and 101-37 
{FPR Temp. Reg. 72; FPMR Temp. Reg. F- 
501] 


Emergency Acquisition of New 
Customer Premise Equipment 


AGENCY: General Services 
Administration. 

ACTION: Temporary regulation—dual 
issuance—Federal Procurement 
Regulations (FPR) and Federal Property 
Management Regulations (FPMR). 


SUMMARY: This regulation implements 


the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) Memorandum, 
Opinion and Order of April 12, 1983, to 
enable the Bell Operating Companies 
(BOCs) and the Long Lines Department 
(LL) of the American Telephone and 
Telegraph Company (AT&T) to provide 
limited amounts of new customer 
premises equipment (CPE) to ~ 
Government agencies when necessary 
to meet certain critical communications 
requirements. 
DATES: Effective date: April 12, 1983. 
Expiration date: This regulation 
expires on the date of divestiture of the 
BOCs pursuant to the Modification of 
Final Judgment (MFJ) or April 12, 1985, 
whichever is earlier. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Roger W. Walker, Office of Information 
Resources Management Policy (KMPP}, 
202-566-0194. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 1. In 
order-to reach both government 
telecommunications management and 
procurement activities this temporary 


regulation is being distributed in 
looseleaf format to FPMR Subchapter F 
and FPR addresses. 

2. The General Services 
Administration has determined that this 
rule is not a major rule for the purposes 
of Executive Order 12291 of February 17, 
1981. The General Services 
Administration’s decisions are based on 
adequate information concerning the 
need for, and consequences of, this rule. 
This rule has been structured to 
maximize the benefits to Federal 
agencies. This is a government-wide 
management regulation that will have 
little or no effect on society. 


Authority: Sec 205(c), 63 Stat. 390, 40 U.S.C. 
486(c). 

In 41 CFR Chapter 1, the following 
FPR temporary regulation 72 is added to 
the appendix at the end of the chapter. 
In 41 CFR Chapter 101, the identical 
temporary regulation identified as FPMR 
temporary regulation F-501 is added to 
the appendix at the end of Subchapter F. 


General Services Administration 
Washington, DC 20405 
September 6, 1983. 


Federal P t Regulati 

Temporary Regulation 72 

To: Heads of Federal agencies 

Subject: Emergency acquisition of new 
customer premise equipment (CPE) 

1. Purpose. This regulation implements 
the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) Memorandum, 
Opinion and Order of April 12, 1983, to 
enable the Bell Operating Companies 
(BOCs) and the Long Lines Department 
(LL) Of the American Telephone and 
Telegraph Company (AT&T) to provide 
limited amounts of new customer 
premises equipment (CPE) to 
Government agencies when necessary 
to meet certain critical communications 
requirements. 

2. Effective date. This regulation is 
effective April 12, 1983. 

3. Expiration date. This regulation 
expires on the date of divestiture of the 
BOCs under the Modification of Final 
Judgment (MFJ) or April 12, 1985, 
whichever is earlier. 

4. Background 

a. On January 5, 1983, AT&T 
petitioned the FCC to waive Computer II 
rules for the purpose stated in paragraph 
1. The petition was supported by the 
Department of Defense (DoD) and other 
specified agencies (see paragraph 5). 
The basis for the request was to permit 
the BOCs and LL to respond as a single 
point of contact to Government requests 
for service within BOCs franchised 
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CPE is CPE not on a customer's premises 
or in a BOCs or LL inventory as of 
January 1, 1983.) In emergencies it can 
be critical that a single point of contact 


communication facilities and CPE on an 

end-to-end basis. Only a small amount 

of new CPE would be anticipated to be 
provided because embedded inventory 
would be used until depleted. Since 
competitive acquisition programs would 
be available for most Government 
needs, the waiver is intended to cover 
extremely limited situations. 

Note.—The information in this regulation 
is identical to the information in FPMR 
Temporary Regulation F-501. 

b. The Department of Justice (DoJ) has 
stated that it does not oppose a waiver 
for Presidentially declared emergencies 
or for other genuine crises as defined in 
paragraph 6. 

c. The FCC adopted the waiver on 
April 7, 1983, in their Memorandum, 
Opinion and Order in Docket ENF 83-13. 

d. The FCC has determined that any 
new CPE obtained under the waiver 
must be accounted for separately from 
embedded CPE; i.e., the new CPE may 
not be provided under tariff. Title to any 
new CPE provided according to the 
waiver may reside in the Government, 
in the BOC, in LL, or in the third party 
CPE supplier. 

e. DoD described two fundamental 
needs. First, in emergencies the 
Government must be able to obtain end- 
to-end communication services, 
including necessary CPE from a single 
supplier. Second, DoD must ensure the 
continued availability of new CPE for 
critical national security systems. The 
second need is not addressed in this 
regulation. For nonemergencies, Do] 

“suggested and the FCC accepted certain 
conditions and procedures in selection 
of new CPE providers including 
notification by the BOC or LL when CPE 
is not available from inventory and 
identification of one or more suppliers 
(including at least one supplier other 
than an affiliate, when known, which 
could supply the needed CPE) who 
might be able to provide the CPE. The 


Government. This notification procedure 
is not required for the emergency need 
situation. 

f. The FCC action provides that after 
the date of divestiture of the BOCs 
pursuant to the modification of Final 
Judgment, any provision of new CPE 

included in the waiver must be in 


aaa with the requirements of 


Computer II and any FCC decision 
which may affect the structure under 
which the divested BOCs provide new 
CPE. An FCC decision on CC Docket 81- 
(Policies for detariffing embedded 
CPE held by BOCs and other carriers) 
will be pertinent to this future situation. 

g. GSA Bulletin FPMR F-143, dated 
June 8, 1982, provides additional 
information regarding emergency 
telecommunications services. 

5. Applicability. This temporary 
regulation applies to agencies as 
provided in FPMR § 101-37.101. At the 
request of, and on behalf of agencies 
specified by AT&T in their petition for 
FCC waiver to provide new CPE are 
DoD; the Departments of Ene 
Interior, Transportation/FAA AA Coast 
Guard; the General Services 
Administration (GSA); the Central 
Intelligence Agency; the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration; 
the U.S. Information Agency; the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission; and 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA). 

6. Definitions. As used in this 
temporary regulation, the following 
terms mean: 

a. “Emergency situations” means 
submission of communications 
requirements for emergency services in 
connection with (1) a Presidentially 
declared emergency or (2) other crisis 
situation. 

b. “Other crisis situation” means 
communications requirements resulting 
from any of the below circumstances 
may be submitted as emergency 
a ents and afforded special 

an : 

(1) State of crisis declared by the 
national command authorities; 

(2) Efforts to protect endangered U.S. 
personnel or property; 

(3) Enemy action, civil disturbance, 
national disaster, or any other 
unpredictable occurrence that has 
damaged facilities whose-uninterrupted 
operation is essential to national 
security or other ongoing crisis; or 

(4) The director of a Federal agency, 
commander of a unified/specified 
command, head of a MILDEP, or 
commander of a major command; e.g., 
TAC, COM, 2ND FLT, etc. (CINCEUR 
ONLY IN THE EUROPEAN AREA), has 
certified that a communications 
requirement is so critical to protection of 
life and property or to the national 
defense that it must be processed 
immediately. 

7. Explanation of changes. 

a. FPMR § 101-37.203 is amended to 
provide that telecommunication 
requirements for emergency situations 
shall be satisfied in accordance with 
new § 101-37.606. 


b. FPR § 1-4.1302 is amended to 
provide that in emergency situations 
BOCs and LL may provide new 
customer premise equipment in 
accordance with new FPMR § 101- 
37.606. 

c. Anew FPMR § 101-37.606 is added 
to provide for management of the FCC 
waiver to allow BOC’s and LL to 
provide new CPE in emergency 


* situations in BOCs franchise areas, as 


follows: 


§ 101-37.606 Furnishing of new 
customer premises equipment (CPE) by 
Bell operating companies (BOCs) or 
ATS&T Long Lines (LL) for use in 
emergency situations. 


(a) Determining applicability of 
waiver. (1) Before requesting CPE, or 
service including circuits and CPE, from 
LL or a BOC, the Federal agency must 
determine: 

(i) Whether the new CPE is to be 
employed on an existing service or 
circuit that has been assigned 
Restoration Priority (RP) 1-4, or 

(ii) Whether the new CPE is to be 
employed on a new service or circuit 
that is eligible for assignment of RP 1-4, 
or 

(iii) Whether the communications 
requirement justifies sole source 
acquisition of CPE alone or service 
involving circuits and CPE. 

(2) If noné of the conditions in 
paragraph {a)({1) above applies, the 
waiver provided by the FCC in this case 
is not applicable and normal acquisition 
procedures apply. (See also § 101-37.203 
for requirement for reporting National 
Communications System (NCS) circuit 
restoration priority assignments.) 

(3) If the conditions in paragraph 
(a}{1) above apply and an emergency 
situation requires submission of 
communication requirements for 
emergency services in connection with a 
Presidentially declared emergency or 
other crisis, the FCC waiver may be 
used in accordance with paragraph (b) 
below. 

(b) Coordination with GSA and FEMA 
on use of the waiver. 

(1) Federal agencies shall coordinate 
their emergency telecommunications 
requirements with the GSA Federal 
Emergency Communications 
Coordinator (FECC) serving the FEMA 
Regional Director. FECCs are located at 
GSA regional offices. (See the 
attachment for a list of offices and FECC 
telephone numbers.) These GSA offices 
will coordinate telecommunications 
services with FEMA to ensure that 
emergency needs are met. In a disaster 
or emergency, GSA provides — 
telecommunication services according to 
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the National Plan for Communications 
Support in Emergencies and Major 
Disasters (dated October 1980). Those 
services are available through FEMA to 
help Federal agencies in responding to 
the State and local government needs. 
Under the direction of FEMA, GSA will 
also provide emergency 
telecommunications to State and local 
governments for specific relief and 
recovery operations. Emergency 
communications are provided in 
accordance with the Disaster Relief Act 
of 1974, P.L. 93-288. 

(2) When Federal agencies request 
service from a BOC or LL, the BOC or LL 
will determine whether embedded CPE 
is available. If so, the CPE or service 
including CPE may be provided under 
tariff as it was before January 1, 1983. If 
not, LL or the BOC may provide or be 
responsible for new CPE, or end-to-end 
service involving new CPE, as they did 
before January 1, 1983, except: 

(i) The Government entity ordering the 
CPE, or the service including circuits 
and CPE, must provide LL or the BOC 
with a written service order, or other 
signed document, stating: 

“This service is ordered under the 
provisions of the FCC’s NS/EP Waiver 
of Computer II.” 

(ii) The new CPE may not be provided 
under tariff by LL or the BOC involved. 

(iii) The Government and LL or the 
BOC must negotiate a suitable contract 
for the new CPE. (Note—The FCC 
Order specifically indicates that 
Government agencies, LL, the BOCs, and 


any CPE suppliers are free to make any 
Suiiabie arrangemenis for obtaining the 
new CPE, as long as it is not added to 
the embedded base). The FECC shall act 
as a technical representative for the 
agency contracting officer. Some FECCs 
are warranted contracting officers for 
these purposes. 

(c) Reporting use of the waiver. The 
Federal agency using the waiver shall 
notify the FECC in the region where the 
emergency exists when it uses the 
waiver. The FECC shall consolidate the 
agency reports for the emergency and 
submit the consolidated report as early 
as practicable to Headquarters, Defense 
Communications Agency, Code 105, 
Washington, D.C. 20305. 

8. Agency action. Agencies shall 
follow this temporary regulation prior to 
the date of divestiture of the BOCs. 

9. Information and assistance. For 
assistance in developing emergency 
communications plans or for information 
concerning emergency 
telecommunications services, contact 
the GSA regional office serving your 
State as listed in the attachment. 

Ray Kline, 
Acting Administrator of General Services. 
September 6, 1983. 


{PR Doc. 83-28711 Filed 10-20-83; 645 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-25-M 





for new loans and advance of 


loan funds. Concerns have been raised 
by REA, many ¢ of the borrowers, and an 


DATE: Public comments must be received 
by REA no later than November 30, 
1983. 
ADDRESS: Persons interested in 
suggesting possible changes to such 
REA policies, procedures and controls 
may submit written data, views, 
suggestions or comments to Charles R. 
Weaver, Director, Electric Borrowers’ 
Management Division, Rural 
Electrification Administration, Room 
3342, South Building, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250. All 
written submissions made pursuant to 
this action will be available for public 
inspection during regular business hours 
at ata above address. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Charles R. Weaver, Director, 
Electric Borrowers’ Management 
Division, at the above address, 
telephone number (202) 382-1900. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: REA and 
many of the borrowers have had 
concern with the adequacy of present 
REA policies, procedures and controls 
used in ining borrowers’ general 
fund levels as related to the 


development of loan needs and the 
subsequent advance of funds from 
approved loans. This concern was also 
raised in the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Office of Inspector General 
(OIG) audit of the REA loan-making 
policies and procedures for electric 
distribution cooperatives. 

In response to the concerns, REA has 
begun a review of its existing policies. 
procedures and controls to identify 
possible actions that may be proposed. 
Persons interested in suggesting possible 
revisions are asked to submit them in 
writing to REA by November 30, 1983. 
Further public comment will be solicited 
when specific proposed rules are 
published. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1700 


Electric power, Loan programs— 
energy, Rural areas. 
(7 U.S.C. 901-950{b], 7 U.S.C. 1921 et seq... and 
44 FR 30313, May 25, 1979) 
Dated: October 17, 1983. 
Joe S. Zoller, 
Acting Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 83-28626 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-15-M 


NATIONAL CREDIT UNION 
ADMINISTRATION 


12 CFR Part 701 


Federal Credit Union Services for 
Retired Persons; Second Request for 
Comments 


AGENCY: National Credit Union 
Administration (NCUA). 

ACTION: Proposed policy statement; 
request for comments. 


summary: On March 30, 1983, the NCUA 
Board requested comments on whether 
or not it should enable Federal credit 
unions to include within their fields of 
membership retired persons residing in 
the credit union’s locale. Although the 
majority of those who submitted 
comments were in favor of the proposal, 
several issues were raised that warrant 
this second request for comments. 

DATE: Comments must be received by 
April 30, 1984. 

aponeESsS: Send comments to Secretary 
of the NCUA Board, 1776 G Street, NW.. 
Washington, D.C. 20456. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert Fenner, Director, Department of 


Federal Register 
Vol. 48, No. 205 


Friday, October 21, 1983 


Legal Services, or Hattie Ulan, Attorney 
Advisor, 1776 G Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20456, Telephone (202) 
357-1030. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
March 30, 1983, the NCUA Board 
requested comments on whether it 
should revise its policies with respect to 
membership in Federal credit unions in 
order to provide Federal credit unions 
the ability to offer membership to retired 
persons in the credit union's locale, 48 
FR 13194. Eighty-three comment letters 
were received, the majority of which 
were in favor of expansion of the field of 
membership to provide service to retired 
persons. The March 30, 1983, proposal 
sought comments on expansion of credit 
union service to ail retired persons 
residing in a credit union's locale, not 
merely to those retirees with prior credit 
union membership. It was apparent from 
the comment letters received that there 
was some confusion as to whether the 
proposal applied to ail retired persons or 
only to those with prior credit union 
membership. The commenters 
addressed several other issues that also 
warrant further clarification. Hence, the 
following questions are presented for 
further comment: 

1. If a retiree proposal is approved, 
should expansion of credit union service 
to retired persons apply (a) to all 
retirees; (b) only to those retirees with 
prior credit union membership in any 
credit union; or (c) only to those retirees 
with prior credit union membership or 
prior eligibility for membership in a 
“like sponsor” credit union, that is, one 
that they were members of or eligible for 
membership in prior to retirement? 

2. If a retiree proposal is approved, 
should an exclusion clause be utilized? 
That is, should individuals who are 
already eligible for membership in a 
credit union in the locale on a basis 
other a general “retired persons” policy 
be excluded from retiree-based 
membership in other credit unions in the 
locale? 

3. The March 30, 1983 proposal 
defined retiree as someone receiving 
retirement benefits or anyone over the 
age of 60. Should there be a minimum 
age in the definition of retiree? If so, 
should it be a mandatory or an optional 
minimum age? If there should be a 
minimum age, is 60 appropriate? 

4. For purposes of the retiree proposal, 
how should a credit union’s service area 
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be defined? Should the definition of 
service area be based on field of 
membership? Should the definition of 
service area be based on a certain 
geographic area? Should a credit union's 
branch offices be included in either 
definition? 

The NCUA Board encourages all 
Federal credit unions to respond to 
these questions. The April 30, 1984, 
deadline for responses is designed to 
coincide with a comprehensive study of 
chartering policies that the NCUA Board 
recently decided to undertake. It is 
estimated that this study will be 
completed in approximately six months. 
Public comment on other issues may be 
requested as the study progresses. 


List of Subjcts in 12 CFR Part 701 
Credit unions. 


(12 U.S.C. 1759) 


By the National Credit Union 
Administration Board on October 17, 1983. 


Rosemary Brady, 
Secretary, National Credit Union 
Administration Board. 


{FR Doc. 83-28685 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7535-01-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Part 71 

[Airspace Docket No. 83-ANE-26] 


Amendment of Description of the 
Connecticut 700-foot 
Transition Area 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: This notice (NPRM) proposes 
to amend the description of the 700-foot 
transition area at Willimantic, 
Connecticut. The Very High Frequency 
Omnidirection Range-A (VOR-A) 
instrument approach procedure to the 
Windham Airport, Willimantic, 
Connecticut is being changed and, as a 
result, an alteration of the 700-foot 
transition area is needed to contain 
Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) arrival 
procedures. 
DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before November 30, 1983. 
ADDRESSES: Send comments to the 
Federal Aviation Administration, Office 
of the Regional Counsel, ANE-7, 
Attention: Rules Docket Clerk, Docket 
No. 83—ANE-26. 

A public docket will be available for 
examination by interested persons in 
the Office of the Regional Counsel, 


Federal Aviation Administration, 12 
New England Executive Park, 
Burlington, Massachusetts. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
David Hurley, Operations, Procedures 
and Airspace Branch, ANE-530, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Air Traffic 
Division, 12 New England Executive 
Park, Burlington, Massachusetts 01803; 
telephone (617) 273-7285. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Comments Invited 


Interested persons may participate in 
the proposed rulemaking process by 
submitting such written data, views, or 
arguments as they may desire. 
Communications should identify the 
airspace docket number and be 
submitted in triplicate to the New 
England Region, Attention: Chief, 
Operations, Procedures and Airspace 
Branch, ANE-530, Air Traffic Division, 
Federal Aviation Administration, 12 
New England Executive Park, 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803. All 
communications received on or before 
November 30, 1983, will be considered 
before action is taken on the proposed 
amendment. The proposal contained in 
this notice may be changed in light of 
comments received. All comments 
submitted will be available, both before 
and after the closing date for comments, 
in the Rules Docket for examination by 
interested persons. 


Availability of NPRM 


Any person may obtain a copy of this 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 
by submitting a request to the Federal 
Aviation Administration, Office of 
Public Affairs, Attention: Public 
Information Center, APA—430, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20591, or by calling 
(202) 426-8085. Communications must 
identify the number of this NPRM. 

Persons interested in being placed on 
a mailing list for future NPRMs should 
also request a copy of Advisory Circular 
No. 11-2 which describes the application 
procedures. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71 
Aviation safety, Transition area. 


The Proposal 

The FAA is considering an 
amendment to Subpart G of Part 71 of 
the Federal Aviation Regulations (14 
CFR Part 71) to change the description 
of the 700-foot transition area at 
Willimantic, Connecticut. This 
amendment is necessary due to a 
change in the VOR-A instrument 
approach procedure to the Windham 
Airport, Willimantic, Connecticut. 


The Proposed Amendment 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me, the Federal Aviation 
Administation proposes to amend 
§ 71.181 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) as follows: 


Willimantic, Connecticut 

Insert after the line that reads, “That 
airspace * * * the end of the runway” the 
following “within 4.5 miles each side of the 
Norwich VOR 324’ radial extended from the 
8-mile radius area to one mile northwest of 
the VOR and within two miles each side of 
the centerline of Runway 27 extended from 
the 8-mile radius area to 9 miles W of the end 
of the runway.” 

(Secs. 307(a), Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 
U.S.C. 1348{a) and 1354{a)); (49 U.S.C. 106{g) 
(Revised Pub. L. 97-449, January 12, 1983)), 
and 14 CFR 11.69). 

Note—The FAA has determined that this 
proposed regulation only involves an 
established body of technical regulations for 
which frequent and routine amendments are 
necessary to keep them operationally current. 
Therefore, it is certified that this (1) is not a 

“major rule” under Executive Order 12291; (2) 
is not a “significant rule” under DOT 
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 FR 
11034; February 26, 1979); (3) does not 
warrant preparation of a regulatoty 
evaluation as the anticipated impact is so 
minimal; (4) is appropriate to have a 
comment period of less than 45 days; and (5) 
if promulgated will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial number of 
small entities under the criteria of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. 

Issued in Burlington, Massachusetts, on 
October 11, 1983. 

Robert E. Whittington, 
Director, New England Region. 
[FR Doc. 83-28691 Filed 10-20-83; &45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-™ 


14 CFR Part 71 

[Airspace Docket No. 83-ASG-35] 
Proposed Designation of Transition 
Area, Okolona, Mississippi 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: This notice proposes to 
designate the Okolona, Mississippi, 
transition area in the vicinity of 
Okolona Municipal-Richard Stovall 
Field. This action, which will lower the 
base of controlled airspace from 1,200 to 
700 feet above the surface, will provide 
controlled airspace for Instrument Flight 
Rule (IFR) operations in the vicinity of 
the airport. An instrument approach 
procedure, predicated on the Tupelo 
VOR/DME facility, has been developed 
to serve the airport and additional 
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triplicate to the address listed above. 
Commenters wishing the FAA to 
acknowledge receipt of their comments 
on this notice must submit with those 
comments a self-addressed, stamped 
postcard on which the following 
statement is made: “Comments to 
Airspace Docket No. .” The 
postcard will be date/time stamped and 
returned to the commenter. All 
communications received before the 
closing date for comments will 


contained in this notice may be changed 
in the light of comments received. All 
comments submitted will be available in 
the Rules Docket both before and after 


Any person may obtain a copy of this 
Notice of Proposed (NPRM) 
by submitting a request to the Federal 
Aviation Administration, Manager, 
Airpspace and Procedures Branch 


{ASO-530), Air Traffic Division, P.O. 
Box 20636, Atlanta, Georgia 30320. 
Communications must identify the 
notice number of this NPRM. Persons 
interested in being placed on a mailing 
list for future NPRM’s should also 
request a copy of Advisory Circular No. 
11-2 which describes the application 
procedure. 


The Proposal 


The FAA is considering an 
amendment to § 71.181 of Part 71 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 
Part 71) that will designate the Okolona, 
Mississippi, transition area to provide 
controlled airspace for protection of IFR 
operations in the vicinity of Okolona 
Municipal-Richard Stovall Field. If the 
proposed designation is found 
acceptable, the operating status of the 
airport will be changed to IFR. Section 
71.181 of Part 71 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations was republished in 
Advisory Circular AC 70-3A dated 
January 3, 1983. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71 


Aviation safety, Airspace, Transition 
area. 


The Proposed Amendment 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me, the Federal Aviation 
Administration proposes to designate 
the Okolona, Mississippi, transition area 
under § 71.181 of Part 71 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) as 
follows: 


Field (Lat. 34°00'57° N., Long. 88°43'34" W.}; 
excluding that portion that coincides with the 
Tupelo, Mississippi, transition area. 
(Secs. 307{a) and 313{a), Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1348{a) and 1354{a)); 49 
U.S.C. 106{g), (Revised, Pub. L. 97~449, 
January 12, 1983))} 
Note.—The FAA has determined that this 
proposed regulation only involves an 
established body of technical regulations for 
which frequent and routine amendments are 
necessary to keep them operationally current. 
It, therefore, (1) is not a “major rule” under 
Executive Order 12291; (2) is not a 
“significant rule” under DOT Regulatory 
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034; 
February 26, 1979); and (3) does not warrant 
preparation of a regulatory evaluation as the 
anticipated impact is so minimal. Since this is 
a routine matter that will only affect air 
traffic procedures and air navigation, it is 
certified that this rule, when promulaged, will 
not have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities under 
the criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 


Issued in East Point, Georgia, on October 6, 
1983. 

George R. LaCaille, 

Acting Director, Southern Region. 


. [FR Doc. 63-28686 Filed 10-20-83; &45 am] 


BILLING CODE 4910-13-44 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 
14 CFR Part 320 


(Docket 41723 PDR-86] 
Procedures for Awarding Japanese 
Charter Authorizations 


AGENCY: Civil Aeronautics Board. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The CAB is proposing to 
amend its procedures for awarding 
Japanese charter authorizations, by 
setting up a regular turn-in period at the 
of the allocation year and 
allowing carriers to request 
authorizations on a first-come-first- 
served basis. The change is needed 
because of the unexpectedly low 


_ demand for such charters, which would 


cause unjustified penalties in future 
years for carriers who cannot use their 
allocated authorizations. The proposed 
amendment is at the Board's initiative, 
after reviewing the first year’s 
operations under the rule. 

DATE: Comments by: November 21, 1983. 
Reply comments by: November 28, 1983. 

Comments and other relevant 
information received after this date will 
be considered by the Board only to the 
extent practicable. 

Requests to be put on Service List by: 
October 31, 1983. 

The Docket Section prepares the 
Service List and sends it to each person 
listed on it, who then serves comments 
on others on the list. 

ADDRESSES: Twenty copies of comments 
should be sent to Docket 41723, Civil 
Aeronautics Board, 1625 Connecticut 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20428. 
Individuals may submit their views as 
consumers without filing multiple 
copies. Comments may be examined in 
Room 711, Civil Aeronautics Board, 1825 
Connecticut Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. as soon as they are received. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Patricia A. DePuy, Assistant Chief, 
Regulatory Affairs Division, Bureau of 
International Aviation, Civil 
Aeronautics Board, 1825 Connecticut 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20428; 
202-673-5878. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In this 
notice of proposed rulemaking the Board 
requests comment on a proposal to 
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amend 14 CFR Part 320, Procedures for 
Awarding Japanese Charter 
Authorizations. The proposal would 
allow those carriers holding 
authorizations under the rule to return 
them unused without penalty early in’ 
the allocation year for which they are 
valid, and would provide for the 
redistribution of the turned-in 
authorizations on an on-demand, first- 
come-first-serve basis. This proposal is 
at the Board's own initiative, pursuant 
to the review procedures established in 
section 320.4 of the Japan charter rule. 


Background 

By PR-251 (47 FR 43352, October 1, 
1982) the Board adopted 14 CFR Part 
320, Procedures for Awarding Japanese 
Charter Authorizations. That rule 
established procedures for allocating 
among U.S. carriers the charter 
authorizations available in the United 
States-Japan market under the 
September 7, 1982 Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between the two 
countries. Under the MOU, U.S. carriers 
may operate 300 one-way charters 
annually for the duration of the 
agreement. Part 320 provided for a one- 
time allocation of the 300 available 
charters for a 3-year period. It gave to 
certificated carriers with a recent 
history of charter operations in the 
Japan market a certain number of 
“grandfather” allocations based upon 
the level of their recent operations. It 
awarded the flights by a 
lottery open to all U.S. carriers holding 
authority in the market and having the 
operational capability to serve Japan. 
The authorizations were formally 
allocated by Order 82-10-46. 

To assure that the authorizations are 
used efficiently and not wasted, Part 320 
‘allows for the intercarrier transfer of 
authorizations. It imposes a penalty, 
however, on excessive transfers of 
grandfather authorizations, requiring 
carriers that transfer more than 10 
percent of their grandfather 
authorizations in any year to forfeit one 
flight in each-future year for each 
transferred flight above the 10 percent 
threshold. The rule also places a penalty 
on the non-use of any authorization, 
requiring a forfeiture of two flights in 
each future year for every flight not 
used. 

The allocation system and the transfer 
and penalty provisions were included in 
the rule because the Board anticipated 
that there would be considerable 
demand for Japan charters. There had 
been reasonably high levels of charter 
operations in the past by U.S. carriers in 
the U.S.-Japan market and persistent 
efforts by charter carriers to reopen the 
market after Japanese restrictions 


severely curtailed their activities. After 
the MOU was signed, the interest 
expressed by many U.S. carriers in the 
market and in the proposed rule 
suggested considerably excess demand. 

In adopting the rule, the Board stated 
that it might be modified if abuse or 
undesirable consequences resulted from 
it. The rule also provided for a Board 
review of operations conducted under it 
at the midpoint of the 3-year period, 
with changes to be made as necessary. 
The rule is currently under judicial 
review in the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the D.C. Circuit (Arrow Airways et al v. 
CAB, D.C. Cir. Nos. 82-2188 and 82-2392, 
filed Oct. 4, 1982). 

By PR-260, adopted June 16, 1983, Part 
320 wa’ amended to allow a brief period 
during which carriers holding Japan 
charter authorizations could return them 
to the Board for the allotment year 
beginning October 1, 1982, for 
redistribution to other carriers 
interested in using them. The 
amendment provided that carriers 
returning authorizations, as provided by 
the amendment, would be relieved from 
any penalties they would otherwise 
have incurred by transferring or not 
using these unneeded authorizations. 
Redistribution would be on a first-come- 
first-served basis {unless demand for the 
returned authorizations was 
unexpectedly larger than supply). 

The amendment was a response to a 
petition by Flying Tiger. The turn-back 
period was found justified by the 
unanticipated low use of authorizations 
by the holders of Japan charter 
authorizations, and the resultant 
likelihood that a large number would 
expire unused at the end of the 
allotment year. The Board considered 
that in this period of low demand, the 
transfer and penalty provisions of the 
initial rule might be inhibiting optimum 
use of the authorizations, and that the 
amended reallocation process would 
help to ease the transfer of 
authorizations to carriers that could use 
them in the remaining months of the 
allotment year. 

The Board also found that the need to 
amend the rule so soon after its 
adoption warranted advancement of the 
mid-term date for review of the rule. 


Operations Under the Rule 

Carrier activities to date during the 
first allocation year, ending September 
30, 1983, have been as follows: 


—The authorizations were given out to 
the following carriers: 


—As of September 13, 1983, a total of 38 
charter authorizations have been 
reported used: 28 by Flying Tiger: 7 by 
Northwest; 2 by Transamerica; and 1 
by Alaska International Air. 

—Of the original 11 carrier recipients of 
Japan charter authorizations, only 
three have used any of them. 

—Except for two one-way passenger 
flights (one round trip} flown by 
Transamerica, all authorizations were 
used for cargo flights. 

—A total of four authorizations were 
transferred between carriers. - 

—All carriers except two returned all of 
their outstanding charter 
authorizations for the first allocation 
year, pursuant to the 
established by PR-260 and Order 83- 
6-91; those two carriers each retained 
10 authorizations {a request by one to 
return its charter authorizations late 
was denied). 

—Two carriers have requested a total of 
five charter authorizations from the 
pool of those turned back. 

—Four carriers are currently holding one 
or more charter authorizations for this 
allocation year, which if not used by 
them by September 30, 1983, will 
subject the carriérs to penalties. 


Proposed Changes 


The Board has tentatively decided 
that changes in the Part 320 procedures 
are warranted. The premise of the initial 
procedures, that the demand by U.S. 
carriers for Japanese charter flights 
would outstrip supply, was not borne 
out by events. In particular, the 
expected demand for Japanese 
passenger charters did not materialize. 
It therefore appears that adjustments to 
the procedures are called for to achieve 
better redistribution and use of the 
charter rights in light of this first-year 
experience. s 

The basic need is to provide an 
effective incentive for carriers to use the 
authorizations they have been given— 
not to needlessly let the rights expire 
unused—while at the same time not 
unduly penalizing them for non-use that 
is the result of low demand for charter« 
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in this market. The incentive in the 
current rule is the two-for-one penalty. 
in future years, for authorizations that 
are unused at the end of a given year. 
Even in times when the demand is less 
than the total number of authorizations, 
this may be important, because 
(1) all the authorizations have been 
given out, and the penalty provides an 
incentive for authorized carriers to 
transfer them to carriers who wish to 
enter the market; and (2) one or a few 
carriers potentially could acquire and 
hard the majority of the authorizations, 
thereby having the power to artificially 
inflate the value of the authorizations or 
to severely restrict charter competition. 
One possible action is to eliminate the 
prior authorizations altogether, and let 
any carrier that wishes to fly charters to 
Japan receive the rights on an as-needed 
basis as long as they last. The Board 
‘ reserved the right to do that in PR-251. 
In response to United's argument that 
the allocations should only be for 1 year 
at a time, the Board conditioned its 
decision to make 3-year allocations by 
providing for this mid-term review. 
stating, “We reserve the right [at mid- 
term] to change the allocation process if 
necessary.” Such a course would 
eliminate the possibility of hoarding by 
grandfather carriers, although it would 
still necessitate some rationing method 
at least as a reserve measure if carriers 
requested large blocks of authorizations. 
The Board has decided, however, to 
allow the prior authorizations to stand. 
We believe that the allocation system 
initially used was justified considering 
conditions at the time, and remains 
equitable and consistent with the U.S. 
delegation’s undertakings with respect 
to incumbent U.S. carriers assumed at 
the time the charter agreement was 
reached. While most incumbent carriers 
did not reach their previous years’ 
charter activities (on which their 
grandfather allocations were based) we 
are not prepared to eliminate or reduce 
their allotted levels based on this first 
year’s experience. Moreover, only the 
last 2 years of a 3-year period are at 
issue. The demand appears to be low 
relative to the supply of the 
authorizations, and the present 
distribution system, considering both the 
grandfather and the lottery allocations, 
does not appear to have disserved the 
public interest. Since a revocation of the 
allocations would probably not result in 
a materially superior distribution, there 
is little justification for upsetting the 
assumptions and expectations of the 
carriers presently holding them, and 
instituting an entirely new system of 
allocation. Furthermore a turn-back 


system would appear to solve the 
reallocation problem at least as well. 

For a turn-back system to work 
efficiently, however, it is important that 
the unwanted authorizations be turned 
in as early in the year as possible, so 
that any carriers that wish to mount 
charter programs to Japan will have the 
months that are often needed (by them 
and by tour operators) to market such 
programs effectively. The Board is 
therefore proposing to establish a 1- 
month turn-in period at the beginning of 
the allocation year, immediately after 
these amendments go into effect for the 
1983-84 season, and during October of 
each subsequent allocation year covered 
by the rule. During that period any 
authorizations could be turned in 
without penalty. No further turn-ins 
would be allowed (although holders still 
could later transfer authorizations 
privately), and any unused 
authorizations at the end of the 
allocation year would, as now, bring 
down a two-for-one penalty. The 
penalty would thus gain the added 
function of inducing carriers to plan 
ahead and turn back all authorizations 
that they do not intent to use. While the 
penalty would on its face have no effect 
on third-year behavior of the carriers, 
the Board would reserve the right to 
effectuate third-year penalties in 
administering any extended or 
subsequent system that might prove to 
be necessary. 

The Board considers it important to 
avoid, if possible, the arbitrariness of a 
lottery allocation, and to allow carriers 
to request turn-in authorizations on a 
first-come-first-served basis, as they did 
this year. At the same time, the artificial 
monopoly that could be obtained by a 
carrier taking the entire block of turned- 
in authorizations must also be avoided. 
The Board therefore proposes to allow 
qualified carriers to request turned-in 
authorizations in blocks of any size up 
to 30 flights (15 round trips) per request. 
The requests could be made at any time, 
but a carrier could only make one 
request per month (regardless of when 
the charters would be flown). Any 
request made before October 1 of a 
given year would be treated as the 
“October request” for that carrier, with 
no further request permitted until 
November 1. While the figure of 30 is of 
course somewhat arbitrary, it is 
tentatively chosen as a number large 
enough to consititue a significant 
program in this market, but small 
enough to prevent an immediate 
“cornering” of the market by one carrier. 
Any requests would be granted in the 
order received. Whenever request 
exceeded available authorizations, they 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 205 / Friday, October 21, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


would be placed on a stand-by list. The 
final rule would establish the date or 
which requests for authorizations could 
first be submitted. It would be shortly 
after the end of the first turn-in period. 
To avoid first-in-line disorder problems, 
all requests for authorizations received 
on the first day would be considered as 
simultaneously submitted. If they 
exceeded the number of returned 
authorizations, their order would be 
determined by random selection, either 
by a method agreed to by all the 
requestors, or (if no agreement were 
reached) by a method prescribed by 
Board order. 

To prevent carriers from nullifying 
previously-imposed penalties by 
achieving a high place on the request 
list, any carrier that had been assessed 
a penalty for a given year would not be 
permitted to make a request for the 
subsequent year (and any request 
already received would be nullified) 
until April 1 of the subsequent year. this 
provision would not apply to penalties 
assessed for the year beginning October 
1, 1982. 

The Board recognizes that various 
other possibilities for unpenalized abuse 
of the system might exist. A carrier 
might, for example, avoid penalties for 
unused authorizations by transferring 
them to a “straw” carrier (one that is 
qualified but uninterested in using 
them). The low demand level indicates. 
however, that any abuse that has 
economic significance is unlikely, and 
more complex regulation is unjustified. 
To cover these situations, the Board 
reserves the right to assess, on its own 
motion, a penalty on a carrier, and/or 
bar the carrier's authorization requests 
for a specified period, if it finds that the 
carrier has unreasonably requested and 
received authorizations without using 
them, or has transferred authorizations 
to another carrier that had no intention 
of using them. 

These provisions would replace the 
provisions of § 320.16 for secondary 
lotteries to dispose of any forfeited 
authorizations. Any forfeited 
authorizations would be added to those 
voluntarily turned in by carriers. By PR- 
215B, 48 FR 45236, October 4, 1983, the 
Board has suspended the provisions of 
§ 320.16 for a secondary lottery to be 
held on November 1, 1983, to dispose of 
forfeited authorizations, pending the 
outcome of this rulemaking proceeding. 

For editorial consistency, the phrase 
“charter flight authorization” defined in 
§ 320.3 would be changed to 
“authorization.” 
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Smith, and McConnell, Members, 
Concurring 

While this allocation scheme is 
basically first-come-first-served 
allowing for a give-back period and a 
penalty provision for unused slots, it 
continues to rely on an initial allocation 
involving grandfather rights and a 
lottery. The demand for Japan charters 
has shown the grandfather and lottery 
provisions to be both unnecessary and 
inappropriate. Given this fact, the initial 
allocation should also be based on need 
and allocated on a first-come-first- 
served basis until the time that an 
administrative allocation is necessary 
and appropriate. 

We would be interested in carriers’ 
comments on such a proposal. 
/sjames R. Smith 
/s/Barbara E. McConnell 


Schaffer, Member, Concurring in Part 
and Dissenting in Part 


I am concerned that the Board, in 
granting only a one month, penalty free 
“turn-back” period, has failed to draw 
~ an effective balance between the 
differing needs of cargo and passenger 
charter operators, The Board has 
recognized the necessity for sufficent 
lead time in the marketing of passenger 
charters by insisting that unneeded 
charter authorizations be returned by 
the initial recipient in sufficient time to 
allow their use by other airlines. 

However, the Board’s requirement 
that those authorizations be returned 
within 30 days fails to take into account 
the need of cargo charter operators to be 
able to sell charters on short notice. This 
is obviously a situation where the needs 
of all potential charter operations 
cannot be fully accommodated. 
However, I believe that a three or four 
month “turn back” period would strike a 
more reasonable and equitable balance 
between the needs of different kinds of 
charter services, all of whom must draw 
their authorizations from the same 
negotiated quota. 

/s/Gloria Schaffer 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 

In accordance with 5 U.S.C. 605{b), as 
added by the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
Pub. L. 95-354, the Board certifies that 
these amendments would not, if adopted 
as proposed, have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. The limitation 
on charters to Japan is the result of the 
underlying Memorandum of 
Understanding with that country. Since 
qualified direct carriers must posses 
large aircraft, they would by definition 
not be small businesses. Some charters 
are sold by tour operators and agents 


that are small businesses. The effect of 


probably not have a significant effect on 
the availability or cost of these charters 
to the small businesses that market 
them. If anything, the effect would be to 
make charter life capability more 
readily available. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 320 
Charter flights, Reporting 

requirements, Treaties. 

Proposed Rule 

PART 320—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board proposes to amend 14 CFR Part 
320, Procedures for Awarding Japanese 
Charter Authorizations, as follows: 

1. In § 320.3{a), the defined phrase 
“charter flight authorization” would be 
changed to “authorization.” 

2. Section 320.4{b}{2) would be 
amended to read: 


$320.4 Charter authorizations. 

(b) * «+ * ; 

(2) A charter flight authorization 
obtained by request under § 320.15 shall 
be for one allocation year: 

3. In § 320.14{b), the words “or 

” would be removed. 

4. In § 320.14{c), the closing phrase, 
“and the carrier may not participate in 
any following secondary lotteries” 
would be removed. 

5. In § 320.15{b), paragraph (b) would 
be revised, and a new paragraph (c) 
added, to read: 


§ 320.15 Unused charter authorizations. 


* * * * 


(b) Notwithstanding paragraph (a) of 
this section, any carrier may without 
penalty return any of its allocated 
authorizations to the Board, during the 
following periods: 

(1) For the year beginning October 1, 
1983, until 
PF 6 grit 30 days after publication 

of this amendment in the Federal 


Register}, 

(2) For any subsequent year covered 
by this rule, until October 31 of that 
year. 

(c) Returns shall be made by written 
notice to the Board's ene Affairs 
Division, Bureau of may green sc 
Aviation, Washington, D.C. 20428, 
shall be considered made as of the date 
the notice is received by the Regulatory 
Affairs Division. The notice shall 
identify the air carrier and the number 


of authorizations returned, and shall be 
labeled “Return of Japan Charter 
Authorizations.” 

(d) The Board reserves the right, on its 
own motion, to assess a forfeiture of 
authorizations on a carrier, and/or bar 
the carrier’s requests for authorizations 
for a specified period, if it finds that the 
carrier has unreasonably requested and 
received authorizations without using 
them, or has transferred authorizations 
to another carrier that had no intention 
of operating under them. 

6. Section 320.16 would be amended to 
read: 


§ 320.16 Reallocation of authorizations. 

(a) Any authorizations forfeited under 
§ 320.14 or § 320.15, or returned to the 
Board under § 320.15{b), shall be 
reallocated according to the procedures 
of this section. 

(b) The Board will maintain an up-to- 
date list of authorizations 
authorizations returned, and the number 
currently available on request. This 
information will be available from the 
Board's Regulatory Affairs Division, 
Bureau of International Aviation, 
(telephone 202-673-5878). 

(c) A qualified carrier may request 
authorizations from the Regulatory 
Affairs Division. A single request shall 
be for not more than 30 authorizations, 
and each authorization shall be for one 
allocation year. The request shall be in 
writing, and labeled, “Request for Japan 
Charter Authorizations.” 

(d) Except as provided in this 
paragraph and paragraph (e) of this 
section, a request for authorizations may 
be made at any time. A particular 
carrier may make only one request 
during any calendar month. A request 
made before October 1 for the allocation 

year beginning on that date, or a year 
after that date, shall constitute that 
carrier's “October request,” and that 
carrier may not make another such 
request until November 1. 

(e) A carrier that has been assessed a 
penalty under § 320.14 or § 320.15 with 
respect to a given allocation year 
(beginning on or after October 1, 1983) 
shall not make a request for 


authorizations continuously during 
business hours, beginning at 9:00 a.m. 
on [Date will be shortly after the end of 
the 1983 turn-back period]. Requests 
will be filled from the pool of returned 
authorizations in the order they are 
received by the Regulatory 

Affairs Division. If the requests at any 
time exceed the number of returned 
authorizations, a stand-by list will be 





and if they exceed the number of 
returned authorizations, their order will 
be established by random selection 
under procedures agreed to by the 
requestors or set forth in a Board order. 
(Secs. 204, 401, 407, 1102, Pub. L. 85-726, as 
amended, 72 Stat. 743, 754, 766, 797; 49 U.S.C. 
1324, 1371, 1377, 1502) 

Dated: September 28, 1983. 

By the Civil Aeronautics Board. 
Phyllis T. Kaylor, 
Secretary. 


(FR Doc. &3-28762 Filed 10-20-83: &45 am} 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) proposes to 
revoke the current good manufacturing 
practice regulation for smoked and 
smoke-flavored fish. The action is taken 
because the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Second Circuit held that, 
with respect to smoked whitefish, the 
regulation was promulgated in an 
arbitrary manner and is invalid. 

DATE: Comments by December 20, 1983. 
ADDRESS: Written comments, data, or 
information to the Dockets Management 
Branch (HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

F. Leo Kauffman, Bureau of Foods (HFF- 
214), Food and Drug Administration, 200 
C St. SW., Washington, DC 20204, 202- 
245-1164. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In the 
Federal Register of November 13, 1970 
(35 Fr 17401), FDA issued a final rule 
establishing a current good 
manufacturing practice (CGMP) 
regulation for smoked and smoke- 
flavored fish, now codified as 21 CFR 
Part 122. 

In 1976, the United States sought and 
received an injunction against Nova 
Scotia Food Products Corp. (NSFPC) to 
bar it from processing smoked fish until 
its manufacturing practices conformed 


to the CGMP regulation. United States v. 
Nova Scotia Food Products, 417 F. Supp. 
13674 (E.D.N.Y. 1976). NSFPC 
(appellants) appealed. 

Upon appeal, the court, of appeals 
reversed the grant of the injunction and 
directed that the complaint be 
dismissed. United States v. Nova Scotia 
Food Products Corp., 568 F. 2d 240 
(1977). In so ruling, the court of appeals 
said in part: 

Government inspection of appellants’ plant 
established without question that the 
minimum T-T-S [time-temperature-salinity] 
requirements were not being met. There is no 
substantial claim that the plant was 
processing whitefish under “insanitary 
conditions” in any other material respect. 
Appellants, on their part, do not defend on 
the ground that they were in compliance, but 
rather that the requirements could not be met 
if a marketplace whitefish was to be 
produced. They defend upon the grounds that 
the regulation is invalid (1) because it is 
beyond the authority delegated by the 
statute; (2) because the FDA improperly 
relied upon undisclosed evidence in 
promulgating the reguiation and because it is 
not supported by the administrative record: 
and (3) because there was no adequate 
statement setting forth the basis of the 
regulation. We reject the contention that the 
regulation is beyond the authority delegated 
by the statute, but we find serious 
inadequacies in the procedure followed in the 
promulgation of the regulation and hoid it to 
be invalid as applied to the appellants herein. 


Since the 1977 appellate court ruling, 
FDA has not enforced 21 CFR Part 122. 
Although FDA now is developing data to 
support minimum T-T-S requirements 
that will produce a safe and acceptable 
product, this project will take 
considerable time to complete. In view 
of the court ruling and the time needed 
to develop the necessary dat, FDA 
believes it should propose revocation of 
21 CFR Part 122. When adequate data 
are available to support minimum T-T-S 
requirements, FDA will consider the 
need to propose an appropriate 
regulation. 

Because the regulations have not been 
enforced since the 1977 court ruling, the 
revocation of the regulations will have 
little or no economic impact. Therefore, 
FDA has determined that this proposal 
to revoke the regulations, if 
promulgated, has no economic effects 
and therefore is not a major rule under 
Executive Order 12291. For the same 
reason, FDA certifies, in accordance 
with section 605(b) of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act of 1980, that this 
proposed rule, if promulgated, would not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 122 


Fish, Good manufacturing practices, 
Smoked fish. 


PART 122—{AMENDED] 


Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 402(a)(4). 
701(a), 52 Stat. 1046, 1055 (21 U.S.C. 
342(a}(4), 371(a))) and under 21 CFR 5.11 
as revised (see 47 FR 16010; April 14, 
1982), is is proposed that Chapter I of 
Title 21 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations be amended by removing 
Part 122—Smoked and Smoke-Flavored 
Fish. 

terested persons may, on or before 
December 20, 1983 submit to the Dockets 
Management Branch (HFA-305) 
(address above) written comments 
regarding this proposal. Two copies of 
any comments are to be submitted, 
except that individuals may submit one 
copy. Comments are to be identified 
with the docket number found in 
brackets in the heading of this 
document. Received comments may be 
seen in the office above between 9 a.m. 
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

Dated: September 22, 1983. 

Mark Novitch, 

Deputy Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 
Margaret M. Heckler, 

Secretary of Health and Human Services. 
(FR Doc. 63-28657 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 155 
[Docket No. 83N-0327] 


Certain Other Canned Vegetables; 
Amendment of Standards of Identity 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


summary: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is proposing to 
amend the standards of indentity for 
canned bean sprouts, lima beans, 
carrots, green sweet peppers, red sweet 
peppers, and potatoes to permit the use 
of safe and suitable calcium salts. This 
action will promote honesty and fair 
dealing in the interest of consumers. 
DATE: Comments by December 20, 1982. 
ADDRESS: Written comments, data, or 
information to the Dockets Management 
Branch (HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

F. Leo Kauffman, Bureau of Foods (HFF- 
214), Food and Drug Administration, 200 
C St. SW., Washington, DC 20204, 202- 
245-1164. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: FDA is 
proposing to amend the standards of 
identity for canned bean sprouts, lima 
beans, carrots, green sweet peppers, red 
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sweet peppers, and potatoes in § 155.220 
(21 CFR 155.200) to provide for the use of 
safe and suitable calcium salts as 
optional firming or crisping agents. 

In the Federal Register of August 9, 
1983 (48 FR 36200), FDA gave notice that 
a temporary permit had been issued 
covering interstate marketing tests of 
experimental! packs of canned bean 
sprouts to provide for the use of calcium 
chloride, in lieu of calcium lactate as is 
presently prescribed, as a crisping agent. 
Justification for the request was that the 
optional use of this additional calcium 
salt will provide flexibility in 
maintaining ingredient supplies and 
assistance in controlling product costs. 
The standards of identity for canned 
lima beans, carrots, green sweet 
peppers, red sweet peppers, and 
potatoes similarly list the specific 
calcium salts including calcium chloride 
which may be used as firming agents. In 
view of the interest shown in providing 
for an additional firming agent for use in 
canned bean sprouts and consistent 
with the agency's policy to provide for 
the use of safe and suitable optional 
ingredients whenever it is appropriate to 
do so, FDA believes that this is an 
opportune time to propose to update the 
appropriate standards of identity for 
canned vegetables in § 155.200 to 
provide for the use of safe and suitable 
firming agents. Providing for the use of 
safe and suitable ingredients allows a 
food processor the flexibility to use 
different ingredients in response to 
seasonal changes, economic conditions, 
or the availability of new ingredients 
without the need for lengthy and 
expensive administrative proceedings to 
amend the food standard each time the 
food processor wants to use a new or 
different ingredient. As a result, this 
flexibility can be translated into savings 
for consumers. For these reasons, FDA 
is proposing to amend the standards of 
identity for canned bean sprouts, lima 
beans, carrots, green sweet peppers, red 
sweet peppers, and potatoes in § 155.200 
to provide for the use of safe and 
suitable calcium salts as firming agents. 

In accordance with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-354), FDA has 
reviewed this proposed rule to 
determine its impact on small entities 
including small businesses. Because this 
proposal would increase the number of 
optional food ingredients permitted for 
use in canned bean sprouts, lima beans, 
carrots, green sweet peppers, red sweet 
peppers, and potatoes, and would 
impose no new requirements on food 
manufacturers, FDA therefore certifies 
in accordance with section 605(b) of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act that no 
significant economic impact on a 


substantial number of small entities will 
derive from this action. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 155 


Canned vegetables, Food standards, 
Vegetables. 

Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 401, 
701(e), 52 Stat. 1046 as amended, 70 Stat. 
919 as amended (21 U.S.C. 341, 371(e))) 
and under authority delegated to the 
Commissioner (21 CFR 5.10) and 
redelegated to the Director, Bureau of 
Foods (21 CFR 5.61), it is proposed that 
§ 155.200 be amended by revising 
paragraph (c)(6) to read as follows: 


PART 155—CANNED VEGETABLES 
§ 155.200 Certain other canned 
vegetabies. 


° * * * * 


Bets. 9 


(c 
(6) In the case of bean sprouts, lima 
beans, carrots, green sweet peppers, red 

sweet peppers, and potatoes, any safe 
and suitable calcium salts may be added 
as a firming agent. 

Interested persons may, on or before 
December 20, 1983, submit to the 
Dockets Management Branch (address 
above), written comments regarding this 
proposal. Two copies of any comments 
are to be submitted, except that 
individuals may submit one copy. 
Comments are to be identified with the 
docket number found in brackets in the 
heading of this document. Received 
comments may be seen in the office 
above between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. 

Dated: October, 14, 1983. 
Richard J. Ronk, 
Acting Director for Bureau of Foods. 
[FR Doc. 83-28656 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-m 


21 CFR Part 1040 
[Docket No. 82N-0188] 


Sunlamp Products; Performance 
Standard; Correction 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Proposed rule; correction. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is correcting a 
document that proposed to amend the 
performance standard for sunlamp 
products and ultraviolet lamps intended 
for use in these products. This document 
corrects errors that inadvertently 
referred to compliance with the 
proposed rule when it should only have 
referred to the final rule. 


Glenn Conklin, National Center for 
Devices and Radiological Health (HFX- 
460), Food and Drug Administration, 
5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, 
301-443-4874. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In FR 
Doc. 83-13449 appearing at page 22886 
in the issue of Friday, May 20, 1983, the 
following corrections are made: 

1. On page 22886 in the first column, 
under “DATE”, the last sentence is 
revised to read “The agency will not 
object to manufacturers complying 
voluntarily with any final rule based on 
this proposal prior to the effective date 
of the final rule promulgating the 
amended standard.” 

2. On page 22890 in the first column, 
the paragraph under the heading, 
“Effective Date,” is revised to read 
“FDA intends that any final rule based 
on this proposal would become effective 
1 year after the date of publication of 
the final rule in the Federal Register. 
The agency will not object to 
manufacturers complying with the final 
rule promulgating amended standard, 
after the final rule is published but prior 
to its effective date, provided that the 
manufacturer specifies on the 
certification label that the product 
complies with that amended standard 
and provided that the manufacturer 
complies with the recordkeeping and 
reporting requirements of 21 CFR Part 
1002. Manufacturers of products that are 
not now subject to the standard because 
of lack of radiation emission at 
wavelengths less than 320 nanometers 
who voluntarily certify compliance prior 
to the effective date of the amended 
standard will also be considered subject 
to the reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements.” 

Dated: October 14, 1983. 

William F. Randolph, 

Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 

{FR Doc. 83-28653 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
internal Revenue Service 
26 CFR Parts 20 and 25 


Treatment of Certain Contributions of 
Works of Art, etc. 


AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service, 
Treasury. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: This document contains 
proposed regulations relating to the 





estate and ms tax treatment of 
contributions of copyrighted works of 
art. Changes to the applicable tax law 
were made by the Economic Recovery 
Tax Act or 1981. These regulations will 
provide guidance to taxpayers who 
make charitable contributions of 
copyrighted tangible personal property. 
DATES: Written comments and requests 
for a public hearing must be delivered or 
mailed by December 20, 1983. The 
regulations are proposed to be effective 
for estates of decedents dying after 
December 31, 1981 and charitable 
transfers after such date. 
aporess: Send comments and requests 
for a public hearing to: Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue; Attention: CC:LR:T 
{LR-210-81], Washington, D.C. 20224. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert B. Coplan of the Legislation and 
Regulations Division, Office of the Chief 
Counsel, Internal Revenue Service, 1111 
Constitution Avenue, N.W., Washington. 
D.C. 20224 (Attention: CC:LR:T) 202-566- 
3287, not a toll-free call. 


Background 

This document contains proposed 
amendments to the Estate and Gift Tax 
Regulations (CFR Parts 20 and 25} under 
sections 2055 and 2522 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (Code). These 
amendments are proposed to conform 
the regulations to section 423 of the 
Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 
(Pub. L. 97-34, 95 Stat. 316), and are to 
be issued under the authority contained 
in section 7805 of the Code (68A Stat. 
917, 26 U.S.C. 7805). 


In General 


This document contains proposed 
amendments to the regulations relating 
to the estate and gift tax treatment of 
charitable contributions of copyrighted 
tangible personal property. Existing 
regulations do not allow a gift tax 
deduction under section 2522 or an 
estate tax deduction under section 2055 
if interests in the-same property are 
transferred for both charitable and 
noncharitable purposes, unless the 
charitable interest is in certain specified 
forms. In applying this rule, the existing 
regulations treat an original work of art 
and a copyright interest relating to that 
work of art as two interests in the same 
property. Therefore, no charitable 
deduction would be allowed under 
section 2055 or 2522 if an individual 
gave the original of an art work to 
charity but retained the copyright 
attributable to that art work. 

The regulations provide in 
$§ 20.2055-2(e}{1){ii) and 25.2522{c}- 
3{c)(1){ii) that for purposes of the estate 


and gift tax charitable deductions, a 
work of art and its copyright are treated 
as separate properties if a donor or 
decedent makes a qualified contribution 
of the work of art to a qualified 
organization. Thus, with respect to gifts 
made after December 31, 1981, and 
estates of decedents dying afier that 
date, a charitable deduction will 
generally be allowable for the transfer 
to charity of a work of art, whether or 
not the related copyright is 
simultaneously transferred to the 
charitable organization. This provision 
is not applicable to the income tax 
charitable deduction under section 170. 


Comments and Requests for a Public 
Hearing 

Before adopting these proposed 
regulations, consideration will be given 
to any written comments that are 
submitted (preferably seven copies) to 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
All comments will be available for 
public inspection and copying. A public 
hearing will be held upon written 
request to the Commissioner by any 
person who has submitted written 
comments. If a public hearing is held, 
notice of the time and place will be 
published in the Federal Register. 


Executive Order 12291 and Regulatory 

The Commissioner of Interna! 
Revenue has determined that this 
proposed rule is not a major rule as 
defined in Executive Order 12291. 
Accordingly, a Regulatory Impact 
Analysis is not required. The Interna! 
Revenue Service has concluded that 
although this document is a notice of 
proposed rulemaking that solicits public 
comment, the regulations proposed 
herein are interpretative and the notice 
and public procedure requirements of 5 
U.S.C. 553 do not apply. Accordingly, no 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis is 
required for this rule. 
Drafting Information 

The principal author of these 
proposed regulations is Robert B. 
Coplan of the Legislation and 
Regulations Division of the Office of 
Chief Counsel, Internal Revenue 
Service. However, personnel from other 
offices of the Internal Revenue Service 
and Treasury Department participated 
in developing the regulations, both on 
matters of substance and style. 


List of Subjects 

26 CFR Part 20 
Estate taxes. 

26 CFR Part 25 
Gift taxes. 
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Proposed Amendments to the 
Regulations 


The proposed amendments to 26 CFR 
Parts 20 and 25 are as follows: 


PART 20—{ AMENDED} 


Paragraph 1. (a) Paragraph (e}(1) of 
§ 20.2055-2 is amended by redesignating 
paragraph (e)(1) as paragraph (e)(1)(4 
and adding a heading thereto, by 
removing the words “In general,” from 
the first sentence of newly designated 
paragraph (e}{1}(i), by substituting the 
words “this paragraph (e)(1)}{i)" for the 
words “this subparagraph” in the 
second and fourth sentences and 
Examples (1), (2), (3), and (6) of new 
paragraph (e)(i)}{i), and by adding a new 
paragraph (e}(1)(ii) to read as follows: 


§ 20.2055-2 Transfers not exclusively for 
charitable purposes. 

(e) Limitation applicable to decedents 
dying after December 31, 1969—{1) 
Disallowance of deduction—{i) In 
general. In the case of decedents dying 
after December 31, 1969,* * * 

(ii) Works of art and copyrights 
treated as separate properties—{a) In 
general. For purposes of paragraphs 
(e}(1){i) and (e}(2) of this section, in the 
case of decedents dying after December 
31, 1981, if a decedent makes a qualified 
contribution of a work of art, the work 
of art and the copyright on such work of 
art shall be treated as separate 
properties. Thus, a deduction is 
allowable under section 2055 for a 
qualified contribution of a work of art, 
whether or not the related copyright is 
simultaneously transferred to a 
charitable organization. 

(b) Work of art defined. For purposes 
of paragraph (e)(1){ii}(a) of this section, 
the term “work of art” means any 
tangible personal property with respect 
to which a copyright exists under 
Federal law. 

(c) Qualified contribution defined. For 
purposes of paragraph (e}(1){ii)(a) of this 
section, the term “qualified 
contribution” means any transfer of 
property to a qualified organization (as 
defined in paragraph (e)}(1)(ii)(d) of this 
section) if the use of the property by the 
organization is related to the purpose or 
function constituting the basis for its 
exemption under section 501. 

(d) Qualified organization defined. 
For purposes of paragraph (e}(1)(ii)fc) of 
this section, the term “qualified 
organization” means any organization 
described in section 501{c)(3) other than 
a private foundation (as defined in 
section 509). A private operating 
foundation (as defined in section 
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4942(j)(3)) shall be considered a 
qualified organization under this 
paragraph. 


§20.2055-2 [Amended] 

(b) Paragraph (e)(2)(i) of $ 20.2055-2 is 
amended by removing the seventh 
sentence thereof. 


PART 25—{ AMENDED] 


Par. 2. (a) Paragraph (c)(1) of § 25.2522 
(c)-3 is amended by redesignating 
paragraph (c)(1) as paragraph (c)(1)(i) 
and adding a heading thereto, by 
substituting the words “this paragraph 
(c){1)(i)” for the words “this 
subparagraph” in the second and fourth 
sentences and Examples (1), (2), and (3) 
of newly designated paragraph (c)(1)(i), 
and by adding a new paragraph (c)(1)(ii) 
to read as follows: 


§ 25.2522(c)-3 Transfers not exclusively 
for charitable, etc., purposes in the case of 
gifts made after July 31, 1969. 

(c) Transfers of partial interest in 
property—{1) Disallowance of 
deduction—{i) In general. * * * 

(ii) Works of art and copyright treated 
as separate properties. For purposes of 
paragraphs (c)(1)(i) and (c)(2) of this 
section, rules similar to the rules in 
§ 20.2055-2(e)(1)(ii) shall apply in the 
case of transfers made after December 
31, 1981. 

(b) Paragraph (c)(2)(i) of § 25.2522(c)-3 
is amended by removing the seventh 
sentence thereof. 

Roscoe L. Egger, Jr., 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
[FR Doc. 83-28757 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4830-01-m 


26 CFR Part 52 
Environmental Taxes on Petroleum 


AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service, 
Treasury. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: This document contains 
proposed regulations relating to the 
imposition of taxes on petroleum and 
certain chemicals. Changes to the 
applicable tax law were made by the 
Hazardous Substance Response 
Revenue Act of 1980. The regulations 
would provide the public with the 
guidance needed to comply with that 
Act and would affect certain persons in 
the petroleum and chemicals industries. 
DATES: Written comments and requesis 
for a public hear!ag must be delivered or 
mailed by December 21, 1983. The 


amendments are generally proposed to 
be effective on April 1, 1982. 

AppRrESS: Send comments and requests 
for a public hearing to: Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue, 1111 Constitution 
Avenue,. NW., Attention: CC:LR:T (LR- 
16-81) Washington, D.C. 20224. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Cynthia L. Clark of the Legislation and 
Regulations Division, Office of Chief 
Counsel, Internal Revenue Service, 1111 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20224 Attention: CC:LR:T:LR-16-81, 
202-566-3288, not a toll-free call. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 

This document contains proposed 
amendments to the regulations on 
Environmental Exicse Taxes on 
Petroleum, Certain Chemicals, and 
Hazardous Waste (26 CFR Part 52) 
under sections 4611, 4612, 4661, and 4662 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
(Code). These amendments are 
proposed to conform the regulations to 
section 211 of the Hazardous Substance 
Response Revenue Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 
2797) (Act) and are to be issued under 
the authority contained in sections 
4662(b), 4662(d), and 7805 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (94 Stat. 2800, 26 
U.S.C. 4662 (b) and (d); 68A Stat. 917, 26 
U.S.C. 7805). 


The Petroleum Tax 


The Act imposes a tax under section 
4611 (the petroleum tax) on crude oil 
received at a United States refinery, 
domestic crude oil used or exported 
before it is received at a United States 
refinery, and petroleum products 
(including crude oil) entered into the 
United States for consumption, use, or 
warehousing. The proposed regulations 
provide rules for determining when 
crude oil is received at a United States 
refinery and when petroleum products 
are entered into the United States. In 
general, crude oil is received at a United 
States refinery when it is charged to the 
distillation units of a refinery. Petroleum 
products are entered in the United 
States for consumption or use when an 
entry summary for consumption 
(Customs Form 7501) is filed and are 
entered for warehousing when an entry 
summary for warehouse (Customs Fo-m 
7502) is filed. 

Section 4611(c) identifies the persons 
liable for the petroleum tax. The tax on 
crude oil received at a United States 
refinery will be paid by the operator of 
the refinery. The tax on petroleum 
products entered into the United States 
will be paid by the person making the 
entry. In general, the regulations tre>t 
the consignee filing the entry summ: zy 


for the petroleum products as the person 
entering the petroleum products. 
However, if the consignee filing the 
entry summary has no beneficial 
interest in the petroleum products, then 
the regulations treat the with the 
beneficial interest in the leum 
products as the consignee and make that 
person liable for the tax. The tax on 
domestic crude oil used or exported 
before it is received at a United States 
refinery will be paid by the user or 
exporter. 

Section 4612(b) provides that the 
petroleum tax is imposed only once with 
respect to any petroleum product 
{including crude oil). Anyone who is 
otherwise liable for the tax on a 
petroleum product may establish that 
the tax already has been imposed with 
respect to that product. The regulations 
provide that proof of the imposition of a 
prior tax may be established by a bill of 
lading or invoice saying that the tax has 
been paid on the petroleum product 
covered by the bill of lading or invoice, 
or, in the case of imported crude oil 
received at a United States refinery, by 
Customs documents or a statement by 
the importer saying the crude oil is 
imported crude oil. 

The proposed regulations provide 
rules for claiming a refund or credit of 
an overpayment of the petroleum tax. A 
taxpayer claiming a refund or credit of 
the petroleum tax, unlike a taxpayer 
claiming a refund or credit of the 
manufacturers excise tax under section 
6416, is not required to demonstrate that 
the taxpayer has not included the 
amount of the tax in the price of the 
petroleum product sold. Moreover, if the 
taxpayer has in fact included the 
amount of the tax in the price of a 
petroleum product and collected the tax 
from the purchaser of the product, the 
taxpayer may claim a refund or credit 
without repaying the tax to the ultimate 
purchaser or obtaining the consent of 
the ultimate purchaser to the allowance 
of refund or credit. 


The Chemical Tax 


The Act also imposes a tax under 
section 4661 (the chemical tax) on 
taxable chemicals sold or used by the 
manufacturer, producer, or importer of 
the chemicals. The regulations provide 
rules for determining when a chemical 
listed in section 4661(b) will be treated 
as a taxable chemical. Chemicals listed 
in section 4661(b) that are present in a 
hydrocarbon stream and that are never 
isolated from that stream, but are 
blended with other products and sold as 
gasoline, are treated as taxable 
chemicals. A metal wiii bz treated as a 
taxable chemical only when it has been 





ene een Ste 
commercially known or sold as a metal. 


Computation of the Chemical Tax 
The amount of the chemical tax is 


consumption formulas based on the 
ratio of the number of pounds of taxable 
chemical required to produce a 
substance to the measured number of 
pounds of the substance produced. 


Exemptions From the Chemical Tax 


Section 4662 provides four exemptions 
from the chemical tax. The first applies 
to methane and butane. Methane and 
butane are treated as taxable chemicals 
only if they are used otherwise than as a 
fuel, and the person so using the 
methane or butane will be treated as its 
manufacturer and will be liable for the 
chemical tax on it. 

The second exemption is for certain 
chemicals that are used to produce 
fertilizer or that are directly applied to 
crops or cropland as fertilizer. These 
chemicals are nitric acid, sulfuric acid, 
ammonia, and methane used to produce 
ammonia. The exemption applies if the 
manufacturer, producer, or importer of 
the chemicals uses them for fertilizer or 
sells them to a purchaser who either 
uses them for fertilizer or sells them to a 
second purchaser who uses them for 
fertilizer. In the case of a sale for use, 
the regulations require the 
manufacturer, producer, or importer to 
obtain a certificate in which the 
purchaser agrees to use the chemicals 
for fertilizer and to notify the 
manufacturer, etc., if the chemicals are 
sold or are not used for fertilizer. In the 
case of a sale for resale, the regulations 
require the manufacturer, producer, or 


importer to obtain a certificate in which 
the purchaser agrees to resell the 
chemicals to a second purchaser only 
for use by the second purchaser as 
fertilizer, and to obtain proof from the 
purchaser that the chemicals have been 
resold for fertilizer. In both cases, the 
manufacturer, producer, or importer 
remains liable for the tax if the use for 
which the chemicals were sold is not 
made. 

The third exemption is for sulfuric 
acid. No chemical tax will be imposed 
on sulfuric acid produced solely as a 
byproduct of and on the same site as air 
pollution control equipment. The 
requlations define air pollution control 
equipment as any equipment used to 
comply with the Clean Air Act. 

The last exemption is for chemicals 
derived from coal. The term “taxable 
chemical” does not include any 
substance to the extent derived from 
coal. 

The regulations do not provide for any 
exemptions from the chemical tax other 
than the four described above. Thus, 
there is no exemption for sales of 
taxable chemicals to a state or local 
government or to any agency of the 
federal government. In addition, there is 
no exemption for taxable chemicals sold 
to nonprofit educational organizations, 
for use as supplies for vessels or 
aircraft, or for export. 


The Hazardous Wastes Tax 


The Act imposes a tax under section 
4681 on hazardous waste received after 
September 30, 1983, at a qualified 
hazardous waste disposal facility. This 
document, however, does not provide 
proposed regulations with respect to 
that tax. Proposed requlations 
addressing matters related to the 
hazardous wastes tax are expected to 
be provided by another regulation 
project. 


Comments and Requests for a Public 
Hearing 

Before adopting these proposed 
regulations, consideration will be given 
to any written comments that are 
submitted (preferably seven copies) to 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
All comments will be available for 
inspection and copying. A public 
hearing will be held upon written 
request to the Commissioner by any 
person who has submitted written 
comments. If a public hearing is held, 
notice of the time and place will be 
published in the Federal Register. 

The collection of information 
requirements contained in this notice of 
proposed rulemaking have been 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) for review under 
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section 3504{h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act. Comments on these 
requirements should be sent to the 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs of OMB, Attention: Desk Officer 
for Internal Revenue Service, New 
Executive Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20503. The Internal Revenue 
Service requests that persons submitting 
comments on these requirements to 
OMB also send copies of those 
comments to the Service. 
Special Analyses 

The Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue has determined that this 
proposed rule is not a major rule as 
defined in Executive Order 12291. 
Accordingly, a Regulatory Impact 
Analysis is not required. The Internal 
Revenue Service has concluded that 
although this document is a notice of 
proposed rulemaking that solicits public 
comment, the regulations proposed 
herein are interpretative and the notice 
and public procedure requirements of 5 
U.S.C. 553 do not apply. Accordingly, no 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis is 
required for this rule. 
Drafting Information 

The principal author of these 
proposed regulations is Cynthia L. Clark 
of the Legislation and Regulations 
Division of the Office of Chief Counsel, 
Internal Revenue Service. However, 
personne! from other offices of the 
Internal Revenue Service and Treasury 
Department participated in developing 
the regulations both on matters of 
substance and style. 


List of Subjects in 26 CFR Part 52 


Environmental protection, Taxes 
Petroleum, Chemicals, and Hazardous 
waste. 


Proposed Amendments to the 
Regulations 


The proposed amendments to 26 CFR 
Subchapter D are as follows: 

Paragraph. A new part 52, 
Environmental Taxes on Petroleum and 
Certain Chemicals and Hazardous 
Waste, is added to Subchapter D of Title 
26 of the Code of Federal Regulations as 
follows: 


PART 52—ENVIRONMENTAL TAXES 
ON PETROLEUM AND CERTAIN 
CHEMICALS AND HAZARDOUS 
WASTE 


Sec. 

52.4611-1 Imposition of petroleum tax. 

52.4612-1 Definitions and special rules. 

52.4612-2 Refund or credit of tax under 
section 4611. 

52.4661-1 Imposition of chemical tax. 
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Sec. 

52.4662-1 Definitions. 

524662-2 Exemptions. 

52.4662-3 Refund or credit of tax under 
section 4661. 

52.4662-4 Disposition of revenue from 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 

Authority: Secs. 4662{b) (94 Stat. 2800, 26 
U.S.C. 4662({b)}, 4662{d) (94 Stat. 2800, 26 
U.S.C. 4662(d)}, and 7805 (68A Stat. 917, 26 
U.S.C. 7805) Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 
§ 52.4611-1 imposition of petroleum tax. 

(a) In general—{1) Crude oil. Section 
4611(a)(1) imposes a tax on crude oil 
received at a United States refinery 
after March 31, 1981. For the purposes of 
this section, crude oil is considered to be 
received at a United States refinery 
when it is charged to the distillation 
units of the refinery. See § 52.4612- 
1(a)(9) for special rules relating to 
natural gasoline. See § 52.4611-1(d){1) 
for the treatment of crude oil received at 
a United States refinery under a 
processing agreement or an exchange 
agreement. 

(2) Petroleum products—{i) [n general. 
Section 4611(a){2) imposes a tax on 
petroleum products entered into the 
United States after March 31, 1981, for 


be entered into the United States for 
consumption or use when an entry 
summary for consumption (Customs 
Form 7501 or 3311) is filed with Customs, 
improper form, with estimated duties 
attached, and will be considered to be 
entered into the United States for 
warehousing when an entry 

for warehouse (Customs Form 7502) is 
filed with Customs, in proper form. If a 
petroleum product is entered into the 
United States for warehousing and, by 
the last day of the calendar quarter in 
which the product is entered, the 
product is withdrawn fer exportation or 
for transportation and exportation from 
the United States, no tax will be 
imposed on the petroleum product under 
section 4611. If the petroleum product is 
not withdrawn for exportation or for 
transportation and exportation from the 
United States by the last day of the 
calendar quarter, tax will be imposed on 
the product under section 4611, but a 
credit or refund may be claimed when 
the product is so withdrawn. See 


not subject to tax under section 4611. 
Petroleum products are entered into the 
United States for transportation and 
exportation when a carrier's receipt is 
given to the lading inspector on a 
Customs in-bond document (the 
appropriate Customs Form 7512 or 7520 


or a TIR carnet) covering the petroleum 
products to be transported and 
exported. If petroleum products entered 
into the United States for transportation 
and exportation are not exported from 
the United States by the last day of the 
calendar quarter they will be taxed 
under section 4611, but a credit or 
refund may be claimed when the 
product is exported. In the case of areas 
not subject to the general United States 
Customs laws (for example, foreign 
trade zones) an entry will be considered 
to have occurred at any time such an 
event would have occurred if the 
Customs laws were applicable to that 
area. An entry is not deemed to have 

in the case of fuel stores on a 
ship or the casual use of items such as 
fuel in an automobile gas tank. 

(ii) Examples. The provisions of 
paragraph (a)(2){i) of this section may be 
illustrated by the following examples: 

Example (1). X operates a refinery in a 
foreign trade zone in Hawaii. The foreign 
trade zone is treated as part of the United 
States, as provided im § 52.4612-1(a)(6). X 
imports crude oil into the trade zone 
processing at X's refinery. Had X imported 
the crude oil into some part of the United 
States other than a foreign trade zone for the 
purposes of processing the oil at a refinery, X 
would have entered the crude oil into the 
United States for consumption. Thus, X will 
be treated as entering the crude oil into the 
foreing trade zone for consumption and will 
be liable for the section 4611 tax on each 
barrel of crude oil imported into the foreign 
trade zone for refining. 

Example (2). Assume the same facts as in 
PRT ne ob armen eee pO 
processing al! the crude oi! at X's refinery. 
Instead X will place 500,000 barrels of the 
crude oil in storage at its tank farm in the 
foreign trade zone before ing it into 
California. Had X imported the 500,000 
barrels of oil into some part of the United 
States other than a foreign trade zone, X 
would have had to enter it into the United 
States for warehouse. Thus, X will be treated 
as entering the 500,000 barreis of oil into the 
United States for warehouse and will be 
liable for the section 4611 tax on the 500,000 


(b) Uses and exemptions—{1) In 
general. Except as provided in 
paragraph (b){2) of this section, if 
domestic crude oil (as defined in 
paragraph (a){4) of § 52.4612-1) is used 
in or exported from, the United States 
before it is received at a United States 
refinery, the crude oil will be subject to 
tax under section 4611{b}({1)}. Domestic 
crude oil is used when it is consumed, it 
is used as a catalyst, or its 
characteristics are changed. However, 
domestic crude oil is not used when its 
characteristics are changed by 
operations such as passing the crude oil 
through separators to remove gas, 
satiapinembeciinantinetaiat 


remove basic sediment and water, or 
dehydrating, cleaning, purifying.or _ 
storing the crude oil. For these purposes, 
the term “use” does not include storage 
for resale, or storage for the purpose of 


welcomes dummeadioads 
shrinkage, spellage, fire, or otherwise is 
not considered to have been “used” and, 
accordingly, no tax will be imposed on it 
under section 4611(b){1). The mere 
injection of a lightweight crude oil into a 
crude oil or heavier weight to improve 
the ability of the heavy crude oil to flow 
through pipelines is not a taxable use of 
the light crude oil. 

(2) Domestic crude oil used for 
extraction purposes. Domestic crude oil 
used for extraction purposes on the 
premises where produced is not taxable 
under section 4611(b){1). Thus, for 
example, domestic crude oil used on the 
premises where it is produced for 
powerhouse fuel or for injection as part 
of the recovery process is not taxable 
crude oil. See paragraph (a)(10) of 
§ 52.4612-1 for the definition of 
“premises.” 

(3) Exemptions inapplicable. There is 
no exemption from the petroleum tax for 
domestic crude oil exported or sold for 
export, or for crude oil and other 
petroleum products sold for use as 
supplies’ for vessels or aircraft, sold to a 
state or local government for the 
exclusive use of the state or local 
government, or sold to a nonprofit 
eductional organization for its exclusive 
use. In addition, the Secretary does not 
have discretion to exempt the federal 
government from the petroleum tax. 

(c) Rate of tax. The rate of tax on 
crude oil received at a refinery, 
petroleum products entered into the 
United States for use, or 
warehousing, and domestic crude oil 
used or exported before it is received at 
a refinery, is $0079 a barrel. Thus, the 
tax on 500,000 barrels of crude oil is 
3,950. In the case of a fraction of a 
barrel, the tax imposed by section 4611 
shall be the same fraction of the 
amount of such tax imposed on a whole 
barrel. 


(d) Persons liable for tax—{1) Crude 
oil received at refinery. The tax on 
crude oil received at a United States 
refinery shall be paid by the operator of 
the refinery. The tax on crude oil 
received at a United States refinery 
under an ex t will also 


agreemen 
be paid by the operator of the refinery. 


which two or more persons reciprocally 
give up and receive crade oil or other 
substances. The term 

includes exchanges in which one person 





may make a payment in cash or other 
property to compensate the other person 
involved for costs incurred (e.g.. freight 
costs) pursuant to.the transaction. In the 
case of a business entity, the operator of 
a United States refinery is the entity and 
not its employee or owner. If a person 
refines crude oil under an agreement 
whereby another person furnishes the 
crude oil and retains title to it and to the 
finished products made from it, the 
person who refines the crude oil, and 
not the person who furnishes the crude 
oil, will be subject to the tax. 

(2) Imported petroleum products. The 
tax on petroleum products entered into 
the United States for consumption, use, 
or warehousing shall be paid by the 
person so entering the petroleum 
products. The person entering a 
petroleum product for consumption, use, 
or warehousing is the consignee who 
filed the entry summary for consumption 
or warehouse, as the case may be, with 
respect to that petroleum product. 
However, if the consignee is not the 
beneficial owner of the petroleum 
product (for example, the consignee is a 
Customs broker by the 
beneficial owner), then the beneficial 
owner will be deemed to be the 
consignee who filed the entry summary 
for consumption or warehouse and will 
be liable for the tax on the petroleum 
product. 

(3) Tax on certain uses or exports. 
The tax under section 4611(b)({1) on 
domestic crude oil used or exported 
before a tax is imposed by section 
4611(a) shall be paid by the user or 

of the oil. 

(e) Termination—{1) In general. 
Except as in paragraphs (e) (2) 
and (3) of this section, the taxes 
imposed by section 4611 shall cease to 
apply after September 30, 1985. 

(2) Calendar year 1984. No tax shall 
be imposed under section 4611 during 
calendar year 1984 if— 

(i) On ae re 30, 1983, the 

ted balance in the Hazardous 
Substance Response Trust Fund (Fund) 
exceeds $900,000,000, and 

(ii) The Secretary of the Treasury, 
after consultation with the 
Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, determines that the 
unobligated balance of the Fund will 
exceed $500,000,000 on September 30, 
1984, if no tax is imposed under section 
4611 or 4661 during calendar year 1984. 

(3) Calendar year 1985. No tax shall 
be imposed under section 4611 during 
calendar year 1985 if— 

(i) On September 30, 1984, the 
unobligated balance in the Fund 
exceeds $900,000,000, and 

(ii) The Secretary of the Treasury after 
consultation with the Administrator of 


the Environmental Protection Agency, 
determines that the unobligated balance 
of the Fund will exceed $500,000,000 on 
September 30, 1985, if no tax is imposed 
under section 4611 or 4661 during 
calendar year 1985. 

(f) Effective date. The provisions of 
this section are effective after March 31, 
1981. 


§ 52.4612-1 Definitions and speciai rules. 


(a) Definitions. For the purposes of 
this part and subchapter A of Chapter 38 
of the Code— 

(1) Crude oil. “Crude oil” includes 
crude oil condensate and natural 
gasoline, but not other natural gas 
liquids. Thus, the term “crude oil” does 
not include methane, butane, ethane, or 
propane. In addition, the term “crude 
oil” does not include refined oil or 
synthetic petroleum such as shale oil or 
liquids from coal, tar sands, or biomass. 
See § 52.4662-2(a) for the chemical tax 
on methane and butane. See § 52.4611- 
1{b)}(2) for the treatment of crude oil 
used for extraction purposes on the 
premises where produced. 

(2) Crude oil condensate. “Crude oil 
condensate” means the liquid 
hydrocarbons that result when 
petroleum hydrocarbons existing in a 
gaseous phase in a reservoir condense 
because of changes in temperature or 
pressure, and that are recovered by a 
separator or at a natural gas processing 
plant. 

(3) Natural gasoline. “Natural 
gasoline” means a light, volatile 
hydrocarbon mixture (generally 
containing butane, pentane, hexane, and 
heptane) that is recovered from natural 
gas and that has a Reid vapor pressure 
of 10-34 pounds determined by 
ASTMD—323-72 test method. 

(4) Domestic crude oil. “Domestic 
crude oil” means any crude oil produced 
from a well located in the United States. 

(5) Petroleum product—{i) In general. 
“Petroleum product” includes crude oil, 
crude oil condensate, natural and 
refined gasoline, refined and residual 
oil, and any other hydrocarbon product 
derived from crude oil or natural 
gasoline entered into the United States 
in liquid form. The term “petroleum 
product” does not include methane, 
butane, ethane or propane. See 
§ 52.4662-2(a) for the chemical tax on 
methane and butane. 

(ii) Example. The provisions of 
paragraph (a)(5){i) of this section may be 
illustrated by the following example: 

Example. Liquid styrene (a hydrocarbon) is 
entered int6é the United States for 
consumption. The styrene was produced in 
Europe by combining benzene and ethylene. 
both of which were made from crude oil. The 
styrene is a petroleum product because it is a 
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hydrocarbon made from crude oil and 
entered into the United States in liquid form. 


(6) United States. The term “United 
States” means the 50 states, the District 
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and any 
possession of the United States. The 
term “United States” also includes those 
areas considered to be a part of the 
United States or a possession of the 
United States under section 638 (relating 
to continental shelf areas) and any 
foreign trade zone of the United States. 

(7) United States refinery. “United 
States refinery” means any facility in 
the United States at which crude oil is 
refined. A facility includes all the 
equipment (including a natural gas 
processing plant) on the site at which 
crude oil is refined. A site means a 
contiguous property unit; property 
divided only by a public right-of-way 
shall be considered to be one site. 

(8) Refining. “Refining” is any 
operation by which the physical or 
chemical characteristics of crude oil 
products are changed, exclusive of such 
operations as passing crude oil through 
separators to remove gas, placing crude 
oil in settling tanks to remove basic 
sediment and water, and dehydrating 
crude oil. The stripping of natural 
gasoline from natural gas liquids 
(NGL’s) is not refining. 

(9) Refineries that produce natural 
gasoline—{i) In general. In the case of a 
United States refinery that produces 
natural gasoline from natural gas, the 
gasoline so produced shall be treated as 
received at such refinery at the time so 
produced. However, if natural gasoline 
is not produced at a United States 
refinery, the natural gasoline will be 
taxed when it is feceived at a United 
States refinery, used, or exported. 

(ii) Examples. The provisions of 
paragraph (a) (9) (i) of this section may 
be illustrated by the following examples: 


Example (1). M owns a 10 acre tract of land 
bisected by a highway. On one half of the 
tract is equipment for refining crude oil. On 
the other half of the tract is a crude 
processing plant. The equipment for refining 
crude oil shares a common power plant with 
the gas processing plant. There is no other 
physical connection between the refining 
equipment and the gas processing plant. 
Natural gasoline produced from natural gas 
liquids at the natural gas processing plant is 
considered received at a United States 
refinery, and thus subject to the tax under 
section 4611, as soon as it is produced. 

Example (2). N operates a natural gas 
processing plant at which natural gas liquids 
are recovered by a process of refrigeration 
and absorption. N strips natural gasoline 
from the natural gas liquids. The natural 
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gasoline will be taxed when it is received at a 
United States refinery, used, or exported. 
(10) Premises. “Premises” has the 
same meaning as when used for 
purposes of determining gross income 
from property under section 613A 
(relating to depieti 
(11) Barrel. “Barrel” means 42 United 
States gallons at 60 degrees Fahrenheit. 
(b) Only one tax i with 
to any product. No tax shall be imposed 
by section 4611 with respect to any 
petroleum product (including crude oil) 
if the person who would be liable for 
such tax establishes that a prior tax 
under section 4611 has been imposed 
with respect to such product. For this 
purpose, a statement on the bill of lading 
or invoice that the tax imposed by 
section 4611 has been paid with respect 
to the petroleum product covered by the 
bill of lading or invoice will be sufficient 
to establish that a prior tax has been 
imposed. In the case of imported crude 
oil received at a United States refinery, 
proof that the crude oil is imported is 
sufficient to demonstrate that the tax 
under section 4611 has been imposed 
once on that crude oil, and a second tax 
will not be imposed when that crude oil 
is received at the refinery. Such proof 
may consist of Customs documents, a 
written statement given by the person 
entering the crude oil to the operator of 
the refinery saying that the crude oil is 
imported, or any other form of 
documentation that will show to the 
satisfaction of the district director that 
the crude oil is not domestic crude oil. 
(c) Disposition of revenues from 


Puerto rico and the Virgin Islands. The _ 


provisions of subsections (a){3} and 
(b)(3)} of section 7652 shall not apply to 
any tax imposed by section 4611. Thus, 
no amount of the tax imposed by section 
4611 shall be covered into the Treasury 
of Puerto Rico, and no amount of the tax 
shall be transferred and paid over to the 
Government of the Virgin Islands. 

(d) Effective date. The provisions of 
this section are effective after March 31, 
1981. 


§ 52.4612-2 Refund or credit of tax under 
section 4611. 

Any claim for refund or credit of an 
overpayment of tax under section 4611 
(the petroleum tax) shall be made in 
accordance with the applicable 
provisions of this section and the 
applicable provisions of § 301.6402-2 
(Regulations on Procedure and 
Administration). A claim on Form 843 is 
not required in the case of a claim for 
credit, but the amount of the credit shall 
be claimed by entering such amount as a 
credit on a return of tax under chapter 
38 (environmental taxes) filed by the 
person making the claim. The provisions 


of this section are effective after March 
31, 1981. 


§ 52.4661-1 imposition of chemical tax. 
eee 
Section 4661(a) imposes a tax on the 
sale or use after March 31, 1981, of a 
taxable chemical 


§ 52.4611-1{a){2){i) for the imposition of 
the petroleum tax on taxable chemicals 
that are also products. See 
§ 52.4661-1(d}({2) for the definition of 


§ 52.4661—1(f) for definition of “use,” and 


as a pena gad 
“taxable chemical. 


(2) Examples. The provisions of 
paragraph (a)(1) of this section may be 
illustrated by the following examples: 

Example (1). X manufactures a taxable 
chemical and sells it to Y. Y resells the 
taxable chemical to Z. X is liable for the tax 
imposed by section 4661 because X has 
manufactured and sold a taxable chemical. 
Although Y has sold a taxable chemical. Y is 
Re pee ee MS a 
because Y is not the manufacturer, 
or importer of the taxable chemical Y sold. 

Example (2). X manufactures a taxable 
chemical on March 15, 1981, prior to the 
effective date of section 4661. On April 1, 
1981, X sells the taxable chemical. X is liable 


for the chemical tax on the taxable chemical - 


it sold on April 1, 7981. 

Example (3). On March 30, 1981, Y, 2 
United States corporation with a foundry in 
Pennsylvania, enters into a contract with Z, a 
British corporation. Under the terms of the 
contract, ¥ will buy 100,000 tons of a taxable 
chemical from Z. Z will transport the taxable 
chemical in 20 ton lots from Europe, where it 
is produced, to Canada. From Canada, the 
taxable chemical will be transported to Y's 
foundry. On June 1, 1981, 20 tons of the 
taxable chemical are delivered to Y's 
foundry. As of June 30, 1981, Y has used only 
15 tons of the chemical. Thus, for the 
calendar quarter ending June 30, 1981, Y is 
liable for the chemical tax on the 15 tons of 
the taxable chemical it used in June. The 
remaining 5 tons of taxable chemical that Y 
imported during the quarter ending June 30 
will be taxed when Y uses it or sells it. 


(b) Rates of tax. 


(c) Computation of tax—{1) In general. 
The tax is computed by multiplying the 
number of tons of the taxable chemical 
sold or used by the rate applicable to 
the chemical as set out in paragraph (b) 
of this section. The term “ton” means 
2000 pounds. In the case of any taxable 
chemical that is a gas, the term “ton” 
means the amount of such gas in cubic 
feet which is the equivalent of 2000 
pounds on a molecular weight basis. The 
volume of a gas shall be measured using 
standard conditions of 14.78 psia and 60° 
F. In the case of a fraction of a ton, the 
tax imposed by section 4661 shall be the 
same fraction of the amount of such tax 
imposed on a whole ton. For the 
purposes of this section, only the 
amount of the taxable chemical 
contained in the substance sold or used, 
shall be taken into account. Thus, for 
example, if one pound of a substance 
contains 50 percent by weight of a 
taxable chemical, there is one-half 
pound of that taxable chemical. 

(2) Measurement. In the case of sales 
at arm's length of a taxable chemical, 
the tonnage shall be determined by the 
number of pounds of taxable chemical 
invoiced to the purchaser. In the case of 
uses of a taxable chemical, the tonnage 
shall be determined by the measured 
number of pounds used when this is a 
measured quantity. When the number of 
pounds of a taxable chemical used is not 
a measured quantity, the taxpayer need 
not install a meter or other measuring 
device to determine the tonnage. 
Instead, if reasonable under the 
circumstances, the taxpayer may elect 





ee regan ad 
on the basis of— 

(i) Average quarterly quantities 
derived from 


ibis ieiinibenden 
the ratio of the number of pounds of a 
taxable chemical used to produce a 
substance to the measured number of 
pounds of the substance produced. Once 
the taxpayer elects to use one of these 
methods of measurement with respect to 
a taxable chemical, the taxpayer must 
continue to use the same method for that 
chemical. However, the taxpayer need 
not elect the same method for all the 


determine the tonnage of each chemical 
on Form 6627. 

(3) Examples. The isions of 
paragraph (c)(1) and (c}(2) of this section 
may be illustrated by the following 
examples: 

Example (1). M produces sodium 
eee eine tami tooies to tasee 
a solution. M sells this solution in an arm’s- 

ee ee 


sodium 
—_—ee ee x 50 percent of 10 
tons 
Example (2). X uses taxable chemical T to 


liability for the T is $121.75 ($.87 x 25). 


(d) Persons liable for tax—{1)} In 
general. The tax imposed by section 
4661 is payable by the manufacturer, 
producer, or importer of the taxable 
chemical that sells or uses the taxable 
chemical. 


(2) Manufacturer or producer—{i) In 
general. The terms “manufacturer” and 
“producer” include any person that 
produces a taxable chemical from new 
or raw substances or from scrap, 
salvage, waste or recycled substances. 
However, a person that uses a taxable 


operation, a person produces a waste 
material contaning any taxable 
chemical, that person will not be treated 
as the manufacturer or producer of the 
taxable chemical contained in the waste 
material, unless the person removes the 
taxable chemical from the waste 
material. If the person sells the waste 
material with the taxable chemical still 
in it, then the person that buys the waste 
material and removes the taxable 
chemical from it will be treated as the 
manufacturer or producer of the taxable 
chemical. If a person manufactures or 
produces a taxable chemical for another 
person who furnishes substances, under 
an agreement whereby the person that 
furnishes the substances retains title to 
them and to the finished substances, the 
person for whom the taxable chemical is 
manufactured or produced and not the 
person that actually manufactures or 
produces it will be considered the 
manufacturer. See section 4662)(b)(1) 
and paragraph (a) of § 52.4662-2 for 
rules relating to the manufacturer of 
methane and butane. 

{ii) Example. the provisions of 
paragraph (d)(2)(i) of this section may be 
illustrated by the following example: 

Example. X manufacturers sulfuric acid 


% and uses it as a catalyst in one of its refining 


processes. The process requires 1000 pounds 
of sulfuric acid. At the beginning of the first 
processing run, X adds 1000 pounds of new 
sulfuric acid to the container in which the 
process takes place. X must pay tax on this 
1000 pounds of new sulfuric acid. During the 
process, the sulfuric acid becomes 
contaminated. At the end of the process, X 
draws off the contaminated sulfuric acid, 
cleans it, and returns it to the container to be 
used again. The cleaning process is such, 
however, that only 900 pounds of the sulfuric 
acid are recovered. As a result, X must add 
100 pounds of new sulfuric acid at the start of 
the next processing run. X will not be 
considered a manufacturer or producer of the 
900 pounds of sulfuric acid it reuses. X must, 
of course, pay tax on the 100 pounds of new 
sulfuric acid added at the beginning of the 
second processing run. 

(3) Importer. The term “importer” 
means the entering the taxable 
chemical into the United States (as 
defined in § 52.4612-1(a}({6)) for 
consumption, use, or warehousing. The 
person entering the taxable chemical for 
consumption, use, or warehousing is the 
consignee who filed the entry summary 
for consumption or warehouse, as the 
case may be, with respect to that 
taxable chemical. However, it the 
consignee is not the beneficial owner of 
the taxable chemical (for example, the 
consignee is a Customs broker engaged 
by the beneficial owner), then the 
beneficial owner will be deemed to be 
the consignee who filed the entry 
summary for consumption or warehouse 
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and will be liable for the tax under 
section 4661 when that beneficial owner 
sells or uses the taxable chemical. 

(e) Sale—{1) In general. The term 
“sale” means an agreement whereby the 
seller transfers the property (that is, the 
title or the substantial incidents of 
ownership, in goods) to the buyer of 
consideration, called the price, which 
may consist of money, services, or other 
things. 

(2) Exchanges. As exchange of a 
taxable chemical is a sale of that 
taxable chemical for the purposes of 
section 4661. “Exchange” includes a 
transaction in which two or more 
persons reciprocally give up and receive 
taxable chemicals or other substances. 
The term “exchange” includes 
exchanges in which one person may 
make a payment in cash or other 
property to compensate the other person 
involved for costs incurred (e.g., freight 
costs) pursuant to the transaction. 

(3) Examples. The provisions of 
paragraphs (e)(1) and (e)(2) of this 
section may be illustrated by the 
following examples: 


Example (1). M manufacturers and sells a 
taxable chemical. Occasionally, M enters into 
a contract to sell more of the taxable 
chemical than it can manufacture in time to 
satisfy the terms of the contract. 
Consequently, M has an exchange agreement 
with Z, also a manufacturer of the taxable 
chemical, whereby Z will supply the taxable 
chemical to M so that M can make timely 
deliveries to its customers, and M will pay 
back to Z an equivalent amount of the 
taxable chemical within 30 days after the end 
of the calendar quarter in which M obtains 
the taxable chemical from Z. Pursuant to the 
agreement, title to and risk of loss of the 
taxable chemical Z supplies M passes to M 
when Z delivers it to M. The title to and risk 
of loss of the taxable chemical M pays back 
to Z passes to Z when M delivers it to Z. Z is 
liable for the chemical tax on the taxable 
chemical is supplies to M. M is liable for the 
chemical tax on the taxable chemical it 
returns to Z. 

Example (2). M manufacturers a taxable 
chemical at its plant in New Jersey. X 
manufacturers the same taxable chemical at 
its plant in California. Some of M's customers 
are in California, and some of X’s customers 
are in New Jersey. To avoid unnecessary 
transportation expenses, M and X enter into 
an exchange agreement. Under the terms of 
the agreement, M will deliver taxable 
chemical to X’s New Jersey customers, and X 
will deliver an equivalent amount of taxable 
chemical to M's California customers. Title to 
and risk of loss of the taxable chemical that 
M delivers will pass at delivery. Thus, M is 
liable for the chemical tax on the amount of 
the taxable chemical it delivers to X’s 
customers. Title to and risk of loss of the 
taxable chemical that X delivers also will 
pass at delivery. Thus, X is liable for the 
chemical tax on the amount of the taxable 
chemical it delivers to M’s customers. 
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(f) Use—{1) In general. The term “use” 
includes a broad range of activities 
carried on by the manufacturer, 
producer, or importer with respect to a 
taxable chemical. The mere manufacture 
or production of a taxable chemical is 
not a use of that chemical. Thus, for 
example, if a taxable chemical is 
produced as a by-product of a chemical 
reaction, the taxable chemical so 
produced will not be taxed unless it is 
used or sold. If, however, a taxable 
chemical is produced as a by-product of 
a chemical reaction and the taxable 
chemical is wasted rather than sold or 
used, the taxable chemical is not treated 
as having been used. For the purpose of 
determining whether a taxable chemical 
has been used, the origin or destination 
of the taxable chemical is immaterial. 
Thus, a taxable chemical produced and 
then used in a process that is designed 
for the production of another product is 
subject to the tax imposed by section 
4661. Taxable chemicals !ost or 
destroyed through spillage, fire, or other 
casualty are not considered to have 
been used for the purposes of the tax 
imposed by section 4661. A taxable 
chemical will be considered used 
when— 

(i) It is consumed; 

(ii) Its chemical composition is 
changed; or 

(iii) Its chemical composition remains 
unchanged, but the chemical reaction in 
which it plays a role would not have 
occurred without it. 

(2) Examples. The provisions of 
paragraph (f)(1) of this section may be 
illustrated by the following examples: 

Example (1). X produces zinc chloride and 
zinc sulfate and uses them to produce zinc 
metal. X is liable for the chemical tax on the 
zinc chloride and zinc sulfate so used. 

Example (2). Y produces cupric sulfate 
cupric oxide, and cuprous oxide and uses 
them to produce copper metal. Y is liable for 
the chemical tax on the cupric sulfate, cupric 
oxide, and cuprous oxide so used. 

Example (3). Z produces lead oxide and 
uses it to produce lead metal. Z is liable for 
the chemical tax on the lead oxide so used. 

Example (4). M operates an oil refinery. 
During the refining process, ammonia is 
produced as a by-product. The ammonia is 
not recovered for sale or use; instead, it is 
flared off. The heat from the ammonia is not 
used in any way. The incineration of the 
ammonia results in no economic benefit to M. 
Thus, no tax under section 4661 is imposed on 
the ammonia produced as a by-product and 
flared off. 

Example (5). N operates a petrochemical 
plant. N uses propane to make ethylene. N 
pumps the ethylene from the tubes in which it 
was made to another part of the plant, where 
the ethylene is used to make plastics. N must 
pay the chemical tax on the ethylene N uses 
for plastics. This is so even though the 
ethylene was produced as an intermediate 


product betwen the propane and the plastic, 
and even though the ethylene was never 
removed from the plant equipment before it 
was used. 

Example (6). O produces a mixed stream of 
light hydrocarbons contai benzene, 
xylene, and toluene. O uses the mixed stream 
(without isolating the benzene, xylene, or 
toluene) to make gasoline. O is liable for the 
chemical tax on the benzene, xylene, and 
toluene so used. 


(g) Termination. No tax shall be 
imposed under section 4661 during any 
period in which no tax is imposed under 
section 4611. See § 52.4611-1(e) for rules 
relating to wher tax is not imposed 
under section 4611. 

(h) Effective date. The provisions of 
this paragraph are effective after March 
31, 1981. 


§ 52.4662-1 Definitions. 

(a) Taxable chemical—{1) In general. 
Except as provided in paragraphs (a) 
through (d) of § 52.4662-2, the term 
“taxable chemical” means any 
substance that is listed in section 
4661(b) and paragraph (a)(2) of this 
section (listed substance), and that is 
manufactured or produced in the United 
States or entered into the United States 
for consumption, use, or warehousing. 
(See § 52.4612-{a)(6) for the definition of 
“United States.”) A listed substance will 
generally be considered to be entered 
into the United States for consumption 
or use when an entry summary for 
consumption (Customs Form 7501 or 
3311) is filed with Customs in proper 
form, with estimated duties attached, 
and will be considered to be entered 
into the United Sttes for warehousing 
when an entry summary for warehouse 
(Customs Form 7502) is filed with 
Customs, in proper form. A listed 
substance entered into the United States 
for transportation and exportation is not 
a taxable chemical. A listed substance 
is entered into the United States for 


transportation and exportation whena — 


carrier's receipt is given to the lading 
inspector on a Customs in-bond 
document (the appropriate Customs 
Form 7512 or 7520 or the TIR carnet) 
covering the chemical to be transported 
and exported. If the listed substance is 
entered into the United States for 
transportation and exportation but is 
not exported from the United States, it 
will be treated as a taxable chemical 
and will be taxed under section 4661 
when it is sold or used. In the case of 
areas not subject to the general United 
States Custom laws (for example, 
foreign trade zones), an entry will be 
considered to have occurred at any time 
such an event would have occurred if 
the Customs laws were applicable to 
that area. An entry is not deemed to 
have occurred in the case of fuel stores 


on a ship or the casual use of items such 
as fuel in an automobile gas tank. 

(2) Special Rules—{i) Ores. Chromite 
is the only ore subject to tax under 
section 4661. See paragraph (a) (2) (ii) of 
this section for the treatment of other 
ores used to produce the metals listed in 
section 4661(b) and in paragraph (b) of 
this section. 

(ii) Metals. A metal will be treated as 
a taxable chemical only when it has 
been processed to the stage at which it 
is commercially known or sold as the 
metal. Consequently, ores (other than 
chromite), concentrates, alloys, and 
scrap of the metals listed are not 
considered taxable chemicals. 

(iii) Trace amounts. ff a listed 
substance is present in a mixture only in 
commercially insignificant amounts, the 
substance will not be treated as a 
taxable chemical. For example, a liquid 
natural gas feedstock contains small 
quantities of methane (2.4 percent), 
butane (4.4 percent), and ethylene (0.3 
percent). However, these quantities are 
so small that the methane, butane, and 
ethylene cannot be commercially used 
without further processing. Therefore, 
the methane, butane, and ethylene 
contained the in liquid natural gas 
feedstock will not be treated as taxable 
chemicals. 

(b) Listed substances. 

(1) Acetylene. Acetylene is a 
hydrocarbon of the general formula 
HC=CH. Acetylene is also called 
ethyne or ethine. 

(2) Benzene. Benzene is an aromatic 
hydrocarbon of the general formula 
C,H. Benzene is also called benzol. 

(3) Butane. Butane is a hydrocarbon of 
the general formula C.Hie. Butane 
includes normal butane and isobutane. 
Butane is also called diethyl and 
trimethyl-methane. 

(4) Butylene. Butylene is a 
hydrocarbon of the general formula 
C.Hs. Butylene includes normal butylene 
and isobutene. Butylene is also called 
butene-1, cis-butene-2, transbutene-2, 
and 2-methyl propane. 

(5) Butadiene. Butadiene is a 
hydrocarbon of the general formula 
C,H. Butadiene is also called methyl- 
allene and erythrene. 

(6) Ethylene. Ethylene is a 
hydrocarbon of the general formula 
C.H,. Ethylene is also called ethene. 

(7) Methane. Methane is a 
hydrocarbon of the general formula CH. 
Methane is also called marsh gas. 

(8) Naphthalene Naphthalene is a 
hydrocarbon of the general formula 
CicHs. 

(9) Propylene. Propylene is a 

hydrocarbon of the general formula 
C;Hg. Propylene is also called propene. 





(10) Tolwene. Toluene is an aromatic 
of the general formula 
C;Hs. Toluene is also called methyl- 
benzene. 

(11) Xylene. Xylene is an aromatic 

n of the general formula 
C.Hio. Xylene includes mixed xylene, 
metaxylene, orthoxylene and 
paraxylene. Xylene is also called 
dimethyl benzene. 

(12) Ammonia. Ammonia is an 
inorganic compound of the general 
formula NH3. 

{13) Antimony. Antimony is a metal. 

(14) Antimony trioxide. Antimony 
trioxide is an inorganic compound of the 
general formula Sb.Os. 

(15) Arsenic. Arsenic is a metalloid 
element of atomic number 33. 

(16) Arsenic trioxide. Arsenic trioxide 
is an inorganic compound of the general 
formula 

(17) Barium sulfide. Barium sulfide is 
an inorganic compound of the general 
formula BaS. 

(18) Bromine. Bromine is a 
nonmetallic halogen element of atomic 
number 35. 

(19) Cadmium. Cadmium is a metal. 

(20} Chlorine. Chiorine is a 
nonmetallic halogen element of atomic 
number 17. 

(21) Chromium. Chromium is a metal. 

(22) Chromite. Chromite is an ore of 
the general formula (Mg, Fe2+} (Cr, Al, 
Fe3 +)}2 04. 

(23) Potassium dichromate. Potassium 


(25) Cobalt. Cobalt is a metal. 

(26) Cupric sulfate. Cupric sulfate is 
an inorganic compound of the general 
formula CuSO,. 

(27) Cupric oxide. Cupric oxide is an 
inorganic compound of the general 
formula CuO. 

(28) Cuprous oxide. Cuprous oxide is 
an inorganic compound of the general 
formula CuO. 

(29) Hydrochloric acid. Hydrochloric 
acid is an inorganic compound of the 
general formula HCL. 

(30) Hydrogen fluoride. Hydrogen 


is also called hydrofloric acid. 

(31) Lead oxide. Lead oxide is an 
inorganic compound of the general 
formula PbO. 

(32) Mercury. Mercury is a metal. 

(33} Nickel. Nickel is a metal. 

(34) Phosphorus. Phosphorus is a 
nonmetallic element of atomic number 
15. 


(35) Stannous Chloride. Stannous 
chloride is a inorganic compound of the 
general formula SnCh. 

(36) Stannic Chloride. Stannic 
chloride is an inorganic compound of the 
general formula SnCl,. 

(37) Zinc chloride. Zinc chloride is an 
inorganic compound of the general 
formula ZnCh. 

(38) Zinc sulfate. Zinc sulfate is an 
inorganic compound of the general 
formula ZnSo.. 

(39) Potassium hydroxide. Potassium 
hydroxide is an inorganic compound of 
the general formula KOH. 

(40) Sodium hydroxide. Sodium 
hydroxide is an inorganic compound of 
the general formula NaOH. 

(41) Sulfuric acid. Sulfuric acid is an 
inorganic compound of the general 
formula H2SO,. 

(42) Nitric acid. Nitric acid is an 
inorganic compound of the general 
formula HNOs. 

(c) Effective date. The provisions of 
this section are effective after March 31, 
1981. 


§52.4662-2 Exemptions. 

{a) Methane or butane used as a 
fuel—{1) In general. Methane or butane 
shall be freated as a taxable chemical 
only if it is used otherwise than as a 
fuel. if methane or butane is not used as 
a fuel, the person using the methane or 
butane will be treated as its 
manufacturer. 

(2) Use as a fuel. Methane or butane is 
used as a fuel when it is used as a 
source of heat or when it is dissolved or 
mixed {without any change in its 
chemical composition) in gasoline to 
enhance the overall performance of the 
gasoline. If, however, butane is 
repeatedly mixed with other substances 
in an extended sequence of mixtures or 
its chemical composition is changed, 
then it is not used as a fuel and is not 
exempt from the tax imposed by section 
4661. 

(3) Examples. The provisions of 
paragraphs {a){1) and (a)(2) of this 
section may be illustrated by the 
following examples: 


Example (1). M imports methane and sells 
it to N, who uses it otherwise than as a fuel. 
N is treated as the manufacturer of the 
methane and must pay the tax imposed on it 
by section 466i{a). Although M is the 
importer of the methane and M sold the 
methane, M is not liable for the tax because 
M did not use the methane otherwise than as 
a fuel. Moreover, M is not liable for the 
petroleum tax because methane is not a 
petroleum product. See § 52.4612—1(a)}(5)fi). 

Example (2). N Produces methane and uses 
it to fire the process furnances at N's refinery. 
N uses the methane as a fuel, and the 
methane will not be treated as a taxable 
chemical. 
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Example (3}. O produces isobutane and 
uses the isobutane to produce alkylate, which 
O adds to gasoline to improve the octane 
rating of the gasoline. In the alkylation 
process, the chemical composition of the 
isobutane is changed by mixing the isobutane 
with a propane/propylene stream in the 
presence of a catalyst, usually sulfuric acid.. 
The isobutane O uses to produce alkylate is 
considered used otherwise than as a fue] and 
will be treated as a taxable chemical. 

Example (4). P produces normal butane, 
which P adds to gasoline to pressure the 
gasoline. P does not change the chemical 
composition of the normal! butane in any 
way. The normal butane P uses to pressure 
gasoline is used as a fuel and will not be 
treated as a taxable chemical. 

Example (5). X is a natural gas company. X 
separates isobutane from natural gas and 
sells the isobutane to Y. Y, in turn, sells the 
isobutane to Z, a producer of aerosol cans. Y 
delivers the isobutane to Z's factory, where Y 
pumps it into Z’s storage tanks. Z adds the 
isobutane to aerosol cans as a propellant to 
force the contents from the cans when a 
button on top of the cans is pressed. The 
isobutane Z uses as a propellant in its aerosol 
cans is not used as a fuel. Therefore, Z will 
be treated as the manufacturer of the 
isobutane and will have to pay the chemical 
tax on it. 


(b) Substances used in the production 
of fertilizer—{1) General rule. If nitric 
acid, sulfuric acid, ammonia, or methane 
used to produce ammonia is a qualified 
substance, no tax will be imposed under 
section 4661({a) on such nitric acid, 
sulfuric acid, ammonia and methane 
used to produce ammonia. A qualified 
substance is any substance— 

(i) Used by the manufacturer, 
producer, or importer thereof in a 
qualified use; 

{ii) Sold for use by the purchaser in a 
qualified use; or 

(iii) Sold resale by the purchaser to a 
second purchaser for use by the second 
purchaser in a qualified use. 


A qualified use is any use in the 
manufacture or production of fertilizer. 
The term “qualified use” includes the 
normal field application of fertilizer, 
which is the act of putting fertilizer on 
crops or croplands. The term “fertilizer” 
does not include pesticides, insecticides, 
or fungicides. Taxable chemicals other 
than nitric acid, ammonia, sulfuric acid, 
or methane used to produce ammonia 
may be equlified substances. 
Nevertheless, the section 4662{b}{2) 
exemption does not apply to them. Thus, 
for example, zinc sulfate used by the 
manufacturer thereof to produce 
fertilizer is not exempt from the tax 
imposed by section 4661(a). 

(2) Qualified use by manufacturer, 
producer, or importer—{i) In general. If 
a manufacturer, producer, or importer of 
nitric acid, sulfuric acid, ammonia, or 
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methane used to produce ammonia, uses 
such chemicals in a qualified use, the 
manufacturer, producer, or importer’ 
shall not be liable for tax under section 
4661(a). When a manufacturer, producer, 
or importer of nitric acid, sulfuric acid, 
ammonia, or methane used to produce 
ammonia, regularly uses such chemicals 
in qualified and nonqualified uses to 
produce chemical substances or 
mixtures, the determination of whether 
a use constitutes a qualified use shall be 
made at the time such manufacturer, 
producer, or importer sells the 
derivative chemical substances or 
mixtures produced. In the case of a 
taxable sale of such chemical 
substances or mixtures, the tax shall be 
imposed on the amount of nitric acid, 
sulfuric acid, ammonia, or methane used 
to produce ammonia that was used to 
produce the chemical substances or 
mixtures sold. 

(ii) Example. The provisions of 
paragraph (b)(2)(i) of this section may be 
illustrated by the following example: 

Example. A company manufactures 
ammonia and carbon dioxide. The 
manufacturer combines the ammonia and 
carbon dioxide to produce urea. 
Subsequently, 90 percent of the urea so 
produced is sold for use as a fertilizer. Ten 
percent of the urea is sold for other purposes. 
Pursuant to sections 4661 and 4662{b), a tax is 
imposed on that portion of the ammonia used 
for purposes other than the production of 
urea as a fertilizer. The tax due on the 
ammonia will be determined at the time of 
the sale of the urea. In this example, a tax is 
due on 10 percent of the ammonia used in the 
production of urea because 10 percent of the 
urea was sold for uses other than fertilizer 
uses. 


(3) Tax-free sale of nitric acid, 
sulfuric acid, or ammonia. No tax is 
imposed on the sale of nitric acid, 
sulfuric acid, or ammonia when sold— 

(i) for use by the purchaser in a 
qualified use; or 

(ii) For resale by the purchaser to a 
second purchaser for use in a qualified 
use. 

No nitric acid, sulfuric acid, or ammonia 
may be sold tax free after [Insert the 
date that these regulations are published 
in the Federal Register as a T.D.] unless 
the requirements of paragraph (b)(4) or 
(b)(5), as the case may be, are satisfied. 

(4) Nitric acid, etc., sold for use by the 
purchaser— (i) In general. To establish 
the right to exemption with respect to 
nitric acid, sulfuric acid, or ammonia 
sold for use by the purchaser in a 
qualified use, the manufacturer, 
producer or importer must obtain from 
the purchaser, prior to or at the time of 
sale, a certificate as outlined in 
paragraph (b)(4)(ii) of this section. The 
manufacturer, producer; or importer 


must keep the certificate in its 
possession. If the manufacturer, 
producer, or importer does not obtain a 
certificate by the time of the sale, the 
manufacturer, producer, or importer 
must pay the tax involved. However, if 
the purchaser subsequently uses the 
nitric acid, etc., in a qualified use, the 


52.4662-3(c). 

(ii) Form of certificate. Following is 
the form of exemption certificate that 
will be acceptable for purposes of 
paragraph (b)(4)(i) of this section and 
that must be adhered to in substance: 
Exemption Certificate 

(Purchases of nitric acid, sulfuric acid, or 
ammonia for use in a qualified use under 
section 4662({b){2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954) 

Date) ——_+------—_ —, 

The undersigned hereby i that he/ 
she is the 
(owner/authorized on 
of (name of com 
and that: (check applicable type of 
certificate) 

the nitric acid, 
sulfuric acid, or ammonia specified in the 
accompanying order, or on the reverse side 
hereof, or 

all orders for nitric 
acid, sulfuric acid, or ammonia placed by the 
pan for the period beginning (date) 
—_——_—____—_—_— and ending (date} 
—____—_——— (period not to exceed 
12 calendar quarters) will be (A) used in the 
manufacture or production of fertilizer or (B) 
directly applied as a fertilizer. 

It is understood that the exemption from 
tax in the case of sales of nitric acid, etc., 
under this exemption certificate is limited to 
the sale of such nitric acid, etc., for use in the 
manufacture or production of fertilizer or for 
direct application as a fertilizer, and it is 
agreed that if the nitric acid, etc., purchased 
tax free under this exemption certificate is 
used otherwise, or is sold, the undersigned 
will report such fact to the manufaciurer, 
producer, or importer of the nitric acid, etc., 
covered 4y this certificate. It is also 
understood that the fraudulent use of this 
certificate to secure exemption will subject 
the undersigned and all guilty parties to a 
fine of not more than $10,000, or to 
imprisonment for not more than 5 years, or 
both, together with costs of prosecution. 


* Signature 


(Title of officer) 


(5) Nitric acid, etc. sold for resale—{i) 
In general. To establish the right to 
exemption from tax with respect to 
nitric acid, sulfuric acid, or ammonia 
sold by the manufacturer, producer, or 
importer to a purchaser for resale direct 
to a second purchaser for use by the 
second purchaser in a qualified use, it is 
necessary that: 

(A) The manufacturer, producer, or 
importer obtain from the purchaser, 
prior to or at the time of the sale, a 
certificate as outlined in paragraph 
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(5){iv)(A) of this section, showing that 
the purchaser will resell the nitric acid, 
etc., to a second purchaser only for use 
by the second purchaser in a qualified 
use, and 

(B) The manufacturer, producer, or 
importer obtain from the purchaser 
proof that the nitric acid, etc., has been 
so resold. Such proof of sale may be 
either a certificate (as outlined in 
paragraph (b)(5)(iv){B) of this section) 
obtained by the purchaser from the 
second purchaser showing that such 
second purchaser bought the nitric acid, 
etc., for use in a qualified use and not 
for resale, or a statement by the 
purchaser that the purchaser has 
obtained and has in its possession such 
a certificate from the second purchaser. 

(ii) Cessation of exemption. The 
certificate required by paragraph 
(b)(5)(i)(A) of this section suspends 
liability for the payment of tax by the 
manufacturer, producer, or importer on 
the sale of the nitric acid, etc., for a two- 
month period which begins on the date 
of sale or the date of shipment, 
whichever is earlier. If on the first day 
following the close of the two-month 
period, the manufacturer, producer, or 
importer has not received the proof 
required by paragraph (b)(5){i)(B) of this 
section, then the temporary suspension 
of liability for the payment of the tax 
ceases and the manufacturer, producer, 
or importer shall include the tax on the 
sale of such chemical in the return for 
the quarter in which such two-month 
period expires. If such proof later 
becomes available, a claim for refund of 
tax may be filed or a credit taken upon a 
subsequent return. The payment of this 
tax by the manufacturer, producer, or 
importer is considered an overpayment 
for the purposes of section 4662(d)(2). 
Nevertheless, only the manufacturer, 
producer, or importer that actually paid 
the tax will be allowed a refund or 
credit under section 4662(d)(2) for the 
overpayment. 

(iii) Only one intervening sale. The 
exemption applies only where there is 
not more than one intervening sale 
between the manufacturer, producer, or 
importer of the nitric acid, etc., and the 
purchaser who buys the nitric acid, etc., 
for use in a qualified use. 

{iv) Form of certificate. (A) Following 
is the form of exemption certificate that 
will be acceptable for purposes of 
paragraph (b)(5)(i)(A) of this section and 
that must be adhered to in substance: 
Exemption Certificate 

(Purchasers of nitric acid, sulfuric acid, or 
ammonia for resale to a purchaser for a 
qualified use under section 4662(b)(2) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954) 
(Date)—————————, 19 —— 
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The undersigned hereby certifies that he/ 


(B) Following is the form of exemption 


certificate that will be acceptable for 


purposes of paragraph (b)(5)(i)(B) of this 
section and that must be adhered to in 


een 
owner/ authorized officer) 
Samide 


sulfuric acid, or ammonia specified in the 
accompanying order, or on the reverse side 


hereof, or 
a] orders for nitric 

acid, sulfuric acid, or ammonia placed by the 
purchaser for the period beginning (date) 
—————————— and ending (date) 
———_—_———_ (period not to exceed 
12 calendar quarters) will be (A) used in he 
manufacture or production 


It is understood that the exemption from 
tax in the case of sales of nitric acid. etc., 
under this exemption certificate is limited to 
the sale of such nitric acid, etc., for use in the 
manufacture or production of fertilizer or for 
direct application as a fertilizer. and it is 


will report such fact to the seller of the nitric 
acid, etc., covered by this certificate. It is also 
understood that the fraudulent use of this 


fine of not more than $10,000, or to 
imprisonment for not more than 5 years, or 


Sees ar ae ete ppennedtion. 


Address 
ae 


acid produced 
pe as a byproduct t and on the 
same site as air pollution control 
equipment. Air pollution control 
equipment is any equipment used to 
comply with the Clean Air Act. 

(2) Example. The provisions of 
paragraph (c)(1) of this section may be 
illustrated by the following example: 

Example. To comply with emissions 
standards for sulphur dioxide gas under the 
Clean Air Act, X, a smelter of copper, builds 
an acid plant. X uses the plant to convert 
sulphur dioxide gas into concentrated sulfuric 
acid, which X sells. The sulfuric acid is 
produced solely as a byproduct of and on the 
same site as air pollution control equipment. 
Therefore, its sale is not taxable under 
section 4661. 

(d) Substances derived from coal—{1)} 
In general. Under section 4662({b)(4), the 
term “taxable chemical” does not 
include any substance to the extent 
derived from coal. For the purposes of 
section 4662(b)(4), any substance that 
contains a coal-derived product and 
does not contain any product derived 
from crude oil or a petroleum product 
will be considered to be derived wholly 
from coal and will be exempt from the 
section 4661 tax. Any substance that 
contains a product derived from crude 
oil or from a petroleum product as well 
as a coal-derived product, will be 
considered to be derived from coal, and 
thus exempt from the section 4661 tax, 
only to the extent of the coal-derived 
product, determined on a contained 
weight basis. A product will not be 
considered to be derived from coal 
merely because coal served as the 
source of energy for the process 
furnaces or units in which the product 
was produced. For the definition ‘of 
“crude oil” and “petroleum product,” 
see § 52.4612-1{a)(1) and § 52.4612- 
1{a){5), respectively. 

(2) Coal. As used in section 4662({b)(4) 
the term “coal” includes lignite, 
bituminous coal, and anthracite. 

(3) Examples. The provisions of 
paragraph ({d)(1) of this section may be 
illustrated by the following examples: 

Example {1}. Z uses a high-temperature 
carbonization process to convert coal to coke 
and several volatile products, one of which is 
coal tar. Z then cracks the coal tar to produce 
napthalene. The napthalene so produced is 
derived from coal and thus is exempt from 
the tax under section 4661. 

Example (2). Z manufactures acetylene 
from calcium carbide and water. The calcium 
carbide is produced when coke derived from 
coal is heated in an electric furnace with 
lime. The carbon in the acetylene is supplied 
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by the calcium carbide, which is made 
indirectly from coal. None of the hydrogen in 
the acetylene is from crude oil or a petroleum 
product. Consequently, the acetylene will be 
considered to be derived wholly from coal 
and exempt from the tax under section 4661. 


(e) Other exemptions not applicable. 
There is no exemption from the 
chemical tax for chemicals exported or 
sold for export, sold for use as supplies 
for vessels or aircraft, sold to a state or 
local government for the exclusive use 
of the state or local government, or sold 
to a nonprofit educational organization 
for its exclusive use. The Secretary does 
not have discretion to exempt from the 
chemical tax sales of taxable chemicals 
for use by the United States. In addition, 
the use or sale by the United States of a 
taxable chemical manufactured or 
entered by the United States is not 
exempt from the chemical tax. 

(f) Effective date. The provisions of 
this section are effective after March 31, 
1981, except as provided in paragraph 
(b)(3) of this section. 


§ 52.4662-3 Refund or credit of tax under 
section 4661. 


(a) Jn general. A manufacturer, 
producer, or importer who pays more 
than the correct amount of tax i 
under section 4661 (the chemical tax) for 
a calendar quarter may file a claim for 
refund or credit of the overpayment. 
Any claim for refund or credit of an 
overpayment of the chemical tax shall 
be made in accordance with the 
applicable provisions of this section and 
the applicable provisions of § 301.6402-2 
(Regulations on Procedure and 
Administration). A claim on Form 843 is 
not required in the case of a claim for 
credit, but the amount of the credit shall 
be claimed by entering such amount as a 
credit on a return of tax under chapter 
38 (environmental taxes) filed by the 
person making the claim. See § 52.4662- 
3(c) for refund or credit of tax on tax- 
paid chemicals used to produce taxable 
chemicals. See § 52.4662-3(d) for refund 
or credit of tax on certain tax-paid 
chemicals used, or resold for use, as a 
qualified substance. 

(b) Tax-paid chemicals used to make 
taxable chemicals—{1) In general. 
Section 4662{d){1) and paragraph (b}{2) 
of this section provide that tax under 
section 4661 paid to the United States on 
the sale or use of a taxable chemical 
that is used by any person (hereinafter 
the subsequent manufacturer) in the 
manufacture or production of a taxable 
chemical shall be deemed to be an 
overpayment. Any overpayment of tax 
within the meaning of section 4662{d)(1) 
and paragraph (b}(2) of this section is 
deemed to have been made by the 
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subsequent manufacturer, and such 
subsequent manufacturer may file claim 
for refund of any such overpayment or 
may claim credit for the overpayment on 
any return of tax under chapter 38 that 
the subsequent manufacturer files. Any 
such caim for refund shall be filed with 
the service center serving the internal 
revenue district in which the subsequent 
manufacturer files returns of tax under 
chapter 38, or would file such returns if 
required. No interest shall be allowed on 
any refund or credit of an overpayment 
determined under section 4662(d)(1) and 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section. For 
provisions relating to the evidence 
required in support of a claim for refund 
or credit of such overpayment, see 

§ 301.6402-2 (Regulations on Procedure 
and Administration) and paragrah (b)(3) 
of this section. 

(2) Overpayment—{i) In general. If a 
tax under section 4661 was paid with 
respect to any taxable chemical and 
such chemical is used by a subsequent 
manufacturer in the manufacture or 
production of a chemical the sale or use 
of which would be taxable under section 
4661, then an amount equal to the tax so 
paid shall be treated as an overpayment 
of tax under section 4661. For the 
purposes of the preceding sentence, the 
taxable chemical manufactured or 
produced by the subsequent 
manufacturer need not be a different 
chemical from the tax-paid chemical, so 
long as the subsequent manufacturer 
can demonstrate that the tax on the 
chemical used by the subsequent 
manufacturer was in fact paid. In no 
case may the amount of the credit or 
refund exceed the amount of tax 
imposed by section 4661 on the taxable 
chemical manufactured or produced by 
the subsequent manufacturer. If the tax- 
paid chemical is used to manufacture or 
produce more than one taxable chemical 
or a taxable chemical and a non-taxable 
chemical, then the subsequent 
manufacturer must allocate the tax on 
the tax-paid chemical among the 
chemicals manufactured or produced. 
The tax shall be allocated on the basis 
of the ratio of the weight of each 
chemical manufactured or produced to 
the total weight of all chemicals 
produced. Thus, if a tax-paid chemical is 
used to produce ¥% ton of taxable 
chemical A and 1% tons of taxable 
chemical B, the tax on the tax-paid 
chemical is allocated % to A and % to 
B. Section 52.4661-1(c)(2), relating to 
measurement, applies to the 
determination of the amount of tax to be 
allocated to the taxable chemicals 
manufactured or produced. 


(ii) Example. The provisions of 
paragraph (b)(2)(i) of this section are 
illustrated by the following example: 

Example. Z manufactures -_ acid storage 
batteries. During one — 
manufacturing process, Z oes a paste of 
lead oxide, sulfuric acid, and water. This 
paste is applied to grids which are placed 
inside the battery. Z produces the lead oxide 
used in the paste from materials recovered 
from old acid storage batteries, all of which 
batteries were produced using a lead oxide 
paste like the one Z uses. Z cannot establish 
whether the tax under section 4661 was paid 
with respect to any of the lead oxide used to 
produce the paste applied to the grids of the 
old batteries. Therefore, Z cannot claim a 
credit or refund with respect to the lead oxide 
in the old batteries. 


(3) Supporting evidence. Each claim 
for credit or refund in respect of tax- 
paid taxable chemicals used to produce 
or manufacture a substance taxable 
under section 4661 shall include a 
statement showing— 

(i) The total number of tons of each 
tax-paid taxable chemical used during 
the period covered by the claim to 
produce or manufacture a substance 
taxable under section 4661, multiplied 
by the rate of tax imposed on that 
chemical under section 4661(b), 

(ii) The total number of tons of each 
substance taxable under section 4661 so 
manufactured or produced during the 
period covered by the claim, multiplied 
by the rate of tax that would be imposed 
on that substance under section 4661(b), 
and 

(iii) In the case of a tax-paid taxable 
chemical used to produce more than one 
substance taxable under section 4661 or 
a substance taxable under section 4661 
and a nontaxable substance, a 
computation showing the allocation of 
the tax required by paragraph (b)(2) of 
this section to the various substances. 

(4) Records to be kept in 
substantiation of credits or refunds. (i) 
In general. Every person making a claim 
for credit or refund under section 4662 
(d)(1) must keep records sufficient to 
enable the district director to determine 
whether the person is entitled to credit 
or refund under section 4662(d)(1) and, if 
so, the amount of the credit or refund. 
No particular form is prescribed for 
keeping the records, but the records 
should include a copy of the excise tax 
return or claim and a copy of any 
statement or document submitted with 
the return or claim. The records must 
show, with respect to the period covered 
by the claim, information as necessary 
to establish the correctness of the claim. 

(ii) Acceptable records. Evidence of 
purchases of tax-paid taxable 
chemicals, and the purpose for which 
they were used, to substantiate claims 


may include paid duplicate sales 
invoices or tickets from the dealer or the 
vendor, and detailed records of all tax- 
paid taxable chemicals used which 
show the amount used for the prescribed 
purpose and the amount used for other 
purposes. Records maintained for 
Federal or State pollution control 
purposes may be used te the extent that 
they contain the information necessary 
to substantiate the accuracy of the claim 
for credit or refund under section 4662 
(d)(1). 

(iii) Place and period for keeping 
records. All records required by this 
section must be kept by the claimant at 
a convenient and safe location within 
the United States which is accessible to 
internal revenue officers and shall 
during normal business hours be 
available for inspection by internal 
revenue officers. Records required to 
substantiate a claim for credit or refund 
under section 4662(d}f{1) must be 
maintained for a period of at least 3 
years from the last date prescribed for 
the filing of the claim for credit or 
refund. 

(c) Use as a fertilizer—{1) In general. 
Section 4662(d)(2) provides that tax 
under section 4661 paid to the United 
States with respect to nitric acid, 
sulfuric acid, ammonia, or methane used 
to produce ammonia, that any persen 
uses or sells for use as a qualified 
substance shall be deemed to be an 
overpayment. Any overpayment within 
the meaning of section 4662(d)(2) is 
deemed to have been made by the 
person so using or selling the nitric acid, 
sulfuric acid, ammonia, or methane used 
to produce ammonia, and that person 
may file claim for refund of any 
overpayment or may claim credit for the 
overpayment on any return of tax under 
chapter 38 that the person files. Any 
such claim for refund shall be filed with 
the service center serving the internal 
revenue district in which the person files 
returns of tax under chapter 38, or 
would file such return if required. The 
amount of the credit or refund shall be 
the excess of the tax paid with respect 
to the nitric acid, sulfuric acid, 
ammonia, or methane used to produce 
ammonia without regard to section 
4662(b)(2) over the tax determined with 
regard to section 4662(b)(2). No interest 
shall be allowed on any refund or credit 
of an overpayment determined under 
section 4662(d)(2). 

(2) Supporting evidence. Each claim 
for credit or refund in respect of tax- 
paid nitric acid, sulfuric acid, ammonia, 
or methane used to produce ammonia 
used or sold for use as a qualified 
substance shall include a statement 


showing— 
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ti) The total number of tons in (i) 
pe ade dpe cog 
the nitric acid, etc., under secti 


4661(b). 

(3) Records to be kept in 
substantiation of credits or refunds—{i) 
In general. Every person making a claim 
for credit or refund under section 
4662(d)(2) must keep records sufficient 
to enable the district director to 


excise tax return or claim and a copy of 
any statement or document submitted 
with the return or claim. The records 
must show, with respect to the period 
covered by the claim, information as 


(ii) Acceptable records. Evidence of 
of tax-paid nitric acid, etc., 

and the purpose for which it was used, 
to substantiate claims may include paid 
duplicate sales invoices or tickets from 
the dealer or the vendor, and detailed 
records of all tax-paid nitric acid, etc., 
used which show the amount used for 
the prescribed purpose and the amount 
used for other purposes. Records 
maintained for Federal or State pollution 
control purposes may be used to the 
extent that they contain the information 
necessary to substantiate the accuracy 
of the claim for credit or refund under 


section 4662{d)(2). 
(iii) Place and period for keeping 


the United States which is accessible to 
internal revenue officers and shall 
during normal business hours be 
available for inspection by internal 
revenue officers. Records required to 
substantiate a claim for credit or refund 
under section 4662(d)}(2) must be 
maintained for a period of at least 3 
years from the last date prescribed for 
the filing of the claim for credit or 

yment. 

(d) Effective date. The provisions of 
this section are effective after March 31. 
1981. 


$52.4662-4 Disposition of revenue from 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Isiands. 

The provisions of subsection (a)(3) 
and (b){3) of section 7652 shall not apply 
to any tax imposed by section 4661. 


Thus, no amount of the tax imposed by 
section 4661 shall be covered into the 
Treasury of Puerto Rico, and no amount 
of the tax shall be transferred and paid 
over to the Government of the Virgin 
Islands. The provisions of this section 
are effective after March 31, 1981. 
Roscoe L. Egger, Jr., 


Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 


[FR Doc. &3-28756 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4830-01-™ 


POSTAL SERVICE 
39 CFR Part 111 


Designating of Serving Post Offices 
for Acceptance of Electronic 
Computer Originated Mail (E—COM) 


AGENCY: Postal Service. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: This proposed rule would 
amend the interim regulations 
designating the Serving Post Offices 
(SPOs) at which E—COM messages may 
be deposited. The Postal Service does 
not presently require that E—COM users 
deposit their messages at any specified 
SPO: they are permitted to use any E— 
COM SPO. 

This proposed rule would require, 
with two exceptions, that all E—COM 
messages must be deposited at the SPO 
primarily responsible for serving the 
area to which the material is addressed. 
The first exception would provide for 
larger service areas by clustering 
several SPOs. An E—COM user would 
have to deposit all messages destined 
for delivery in this enlarged area at one 
or more of the SPOs within the cluster 
area. The Postal Service proposes to 
establish nationally eight clusters of E— 
COM SPOs based upon a finding that 
messages sent to any one of the SPOs in 
each cluster by 5:00 p.m. could (with 
minor exceptions we believe are 
tolerable) be delivered by the Postal 
Service to addresses within the cluster 
within two business days. 

The second exception would permit 
an E—COM user to send, over the 
course of a day, up to 199 messages 
which are addressed to locations within 
an SPO's primary service area by 
depositing the messages at an SPO 
outside of the cluster area of the 
addresses. This exception is designed to 
avoid undue hardship on users which 
would result, in the absence of such an 
exception, from the application of the 
current 200 message per transmission 
minimum requirement. 

DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before November 21, 1983. 


ADDRESS: Written comments should be 
addressed to the Director, E—COM 
Operations Office, Mail Processing 
Department, U.S. Postal Service, 
Washington, D.C. 20260-7140. Copies of 
all written comments will be available 
for public inspection and photocopying 
between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, in Room 6624, U.S. 
Postal Servicxe Headquarters, 475 
L’Enfant Plaza West, SW., Washington, 
D.C. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ed Senft, E—COM Operations Office, 
202/245-5780. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April 
28, 1983, the Postal Service published a 
solicitation of comments in advance of 
proposed rulemaking addressing the 
question of whether the Postal service 
should restrict the deposit of E—COM 
messages at an SPO which were not 
addressed to points inside the SPO’s 
primary service area (48 FR 19187). That 
solicitation noted that some users of E— 
COM service were depositing large 
numbers of E—COM messages at a 
single SPO even though many of the 
messages were addressed to points 
outside the SPO's primary service area. 
The Postal service stated that it was 
exploring possible methods of 
accomplishing the goal of getting E— 
COM users to deposit their mail at the 
SPO primarily serving the delivery 
address in order to preserve the concept 
of E—COM service as a high-speed, 
reliable service with delivery of 
messages in two days or less. 

The solicitation indicated that the 
Postal Service was concerned that an 
outright ban on the deposit of an E— 
COM message at any SPO other than 
the one primarily responsible for serving 
the address of the message could impose 
an undue hardship on some users of E— 
COM service. For that reason and to 
solicit ideas on how an acceptable 
restriction could be designed, the Postal 
Service requested comments and 
suggestions on the treatment of 
messages that are deposited at an SPO 
other than the SPO primarily 
responsible for serving the delivery 
address. 

In response to this solicitation, the 
Postal Service received 35 comments. 
These comments confirmed the fears of 
the Postal Service that an absolute ban 
on inter-SPO messages—requiring users 
on E—COM service to transmit their 
messages to up to 25 different SPOs— 
would work an extreme hardship on 
smaller volume E—COM users. 

Six commenters supported the idea of 
a full restriction on the entry of inter- 
SPO messages. They did so for two 
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primary reasons. Three commenters felt 
that messages that are sent to a SPO 
other than the SPO of delivery cause an 
increase in postal costs that will 
eventually be reflected in the rates - 
charged for E—COM service. They 
expressed the opinion that such a result 
would be unfair to those users who 
transmit their messages to the 
appropriate SPO. 

The second reason given by three 
commenters favoring a ban on inter-SPO 
messages was the belief that the present 
authorization for E—COM service 
requires that messages be deposited 
only at the SPO primarily responsible 
for serving the addresses of the 
messages. The Postal Service disagrees 
with this interpretation. The provisions 
of the E—Com classification schedule 
do not prohibit the Postal Service from 
allowing E—COM users to tender 
messages to an SPO other than the SPO 
primarily responsible for serving the 
delivery address. Those provisions 
leave to the Postal Service the decision 
of how many SPOs there will be and the 
designation of the SPO or SPOs at which 
messages can be deposited. 

Twenty-three commenters opposed 
the idea of restricting the deposit of E— 
COM messages to the SPO primarily 
responsible for serving the delivery 
addresses of the messages. Seven 
commenters stated that their use of such 
a restricted E—COM service would be 
more labor intensive, prone to error and 
costly. Four commenters felt that the 
task of transmitting to each SPO 
primarily responsible for serving the 
addresses of their messages would 
become too complicated in view of the 
limited training their personnel had 
received. Two commenters indicated 
that a total restriction would put small 
users at an extreme pricé disadvantage 
in their use of E—COM service. In 
addition, one commenter believed that 
requiring the routing of messages to the 
SPO primarily responsible for serving 
the delivery addresses would hamper 
the growth of E—COM service and 
those companies offering connection to 
E—COM service. 

Many commenters offered 
alternatives to the idea of an absolute 
ban on inter-SPO messages. Seven urged 
the creation of a surcharge for messages 
not entered at the SPO primarily 
responsible for serving the delivery 
addresses. Eight commenters stated that 
the most efficient solution would be for 
the Postal Service to provide for 
electronic interconnection of all SPOs so 
that the user could deposit all E—COM 
messages at the most convenient SPO 
for processing and transmission by the 
Postal Service for printing and output at 


the SPO primarily responsible for 
serving the delivery address. Four 
commenters felt that the Postal Service 
should establish larger service areas for 
each SPO. Such areas would overlap 
with the service areas of other SPOs, 
giving E—COM users some choice of 
which SPOs to use. Two commenters 
felt that the present system was 
satisfactory and said that speed of 
delivery was not a major concern to 
them. One commenter urged the Postal 
Service to regulate only the message 
deposit of very large E—COM mailings. 
One commenter recommended the 
establishment of regional SPOs for use 
by small voluume E—COM users. One 
commenter proposed a ban on inter-SPO 
messages except for those messages 
sent to addresses in the service area of a 


_ contiguous SPO. 


In addition to the above noted 
comments, six persons submitted 
written documents in response to the 
solicitation which, while expressing 
various views on E—COM service, did 
not specifically comment on the issue of 
how the Postal Service should treat 
inter-SPO messages. 

Upon a thorough review of all the 
comments received in response to our 
solicitation of comments, the Postal 
Service has decided to publish, for 
notice and comment, a proposed 
amendment to the E—COM regulations 
which will, if adopted, resolve the 
problems presented by the current 
unrestricted deposit of inter-SPO 
messages while reducing the impact as 
much as practicable on smaller volume 
E—COM users. 

This proposed rule would require, 
with two exceptions, that all E—COM 
messages must be deposited at the SPO 
primarily responsible for serving the 
delivery addresses of the messages. 
(The current primary service areas for 
each SPO would be retained.) The first 
exception would provide for larger 
service areas for clusters of several 
SPOs. These areas would be referred to 
as cluster service areas and messages 
sent to a cluster SPO for delivery within 
that SPO’s cluster service area would be 
classified as intra-cluster messages. An 
E—COM user would have to deposit all 
messages destined for delivery in the 
enlarged cluster service area at one or 
more of the SPOs within that cluster 
area. The Postal Service proposes to 
establish nationally eight clusters of E— 
COM SPOs based upon a finding that 
messages sent to any of the SPOs in 
each cluster by 5:00 p.m. could, with 
minor exceptions we believe are 
tolerable, be delivered by the Postal 
Service to addresses within the cluster 
within two business days. 


48851 


The second exception to the 
prohibition on inter-SPO messages 
would permit an E—COM user to, 
deposit, over the course of a day, up to 
199 messages which are addressed to 
locations within an SPO’s primary 
service area by depositing the messages 
at an SPO outside of the cluster area of 
the addresses. This exception is 
designed to avofd undue hardship on 
users which would result, in the absence 
of such an exception, from the 
application of the current 200 message 
per transmission minimum requirement. 
This exception would be reevaluated in 
the future if the Postal Service’s pending 
classification proposal before the Postal 
Rate Commission to eliminate the 
minimum entirely is adopted. 

The result of these two exceptions is 
that E—COM user, who has 200 or more 
messages over the course of a day 
addressed to locations within the 
primary service area of an SPO, must, at 
a minimum, deposit those messages at 
an SPO within the cluster service area 
of the delivery addresses. 

Two examples will illustrate how the 
proposed system is intended to work. 
An E—COM mailer has 50,000 messages 
to send to customers who are mainly 
located in the East and Midwest. There 
are, however, 250 customers in Los 
Angeles and 50 in San Francisco. The 
mailer, of course, can and is encouraged 
by the Postal Service to transmit all the 
messages to the SPOs primarily 
responsible for serving each delivery 
address. If the mailer did so, 50 
messages would be sent to San 
Francisco, but the mailer would be 
charged for 200 messages to San 
Francisco because of the current 
message minimum. Under the rule 
proposed in this notice, the mailer may 
transmit to as few as seven SPO and 
comply with the proposed input 
restriction. In the East and Midwest 
there would be more than enough 
messages per cluster service area to 
separately deposit messages at at least 
one SPO per cluster. Because there were 
more than 200 messages for the Los 
Angeles SPO’s primary service area, 
those messages would have to be 
deposited in one of the SPOs in the 
cluster area serving the Los Angeles 
addresses. The 50 messages to San 
Francisco could be combined with the 
Los Angeles messages, even though the 
Los Angeles SPO is not in the San 
Francisco cluster, because there are 
fewer than 200 messages to San 
Francisco addresses. 

In the second example, an E—COM 
carrier, located in Charlottesville, 
Virgina, has 300 messages at the end of 
the day to send for clients: 100 for the 
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within the exception that permits up to 
200 messages that are addressed to the 
primary service area of one SPO to be 
deposited at another SPO. Therefore, as 
a result of the proposed rule, this small 
E—COM carrier would not have to incur 
multiple transmission costs or pay for 
more E—COM messages than actually 
sent. 

Although exempt by 39 U.S.C. 410{a) 
from the requirements of the 
Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 
553 (b), (cj, regarding proposed 
rulemaking, the Postal Service invites 
public comment on the following 

revisions of interim Part 570 of 
the Domestic Mail Manual, which is 
incorporated by reference in the Federal 
Register. See 39 CFR 111.1. 


List of Subjects in 39 CFR Part 111 


] 
1. Revise 570 to read as follows: 
570 Mailing 
571 Time of Mailing 


Mailers may transmit messages to E— 
COM SPOs 24 hours a day, seven days a 


572 General Mailing Requirement 


Except as permitted by 573 and 574. 
all E—COM messages must be 
transmitted to the SPO identified in 
Exhibit 572 as primarily responsible for 
serving the delivery addresses of the 
messages. Acceptable transmissions 
received at the specified SPO prior to 
11:59 p.m. are processed and delivered 
according to the E—COM service ° 
objectives in 530. 


573 Alternative Mailing to Cluster 
Service Areas 


The pri service areas of the 25 
SPOs listed in Exhibit 572 are also part 
’ of eight larger cluster service areas 
which may be used by E—COM mailers 
as an alternative mailing scheme to that 
required by 572. Except as permitted 
574, an E—COM user must deposit all 


3. Pittsburg, 
a. 
255-266, 268), CH(439). 
4. Richmond, VA: VA(224-225, | MD(214, 219), WV(267) 


messages destined for delivery to 
addresses within a cluster service area 
at at least one of the SPOs within that 
cluster service area. With the exceptions 
noted in Exhibit 573, messages properly 
deposited prior to’5:00 p.m. at any SPO 
designated to serve a SPO cluster area 
are processed and delivered according 
to the E—COM service objectives in 530. 
574 Permissible Inter-Cluster 
Messages 

Without regard to the requirements of 
572 and 573, an E—COM user is 
permitted to deposit, over the course of 
a day, up to 199 messages which are 
addressed to locations within an SPO's 
primary service area at an SPO outside 
of the cluster area in which the 
addresses are located. 

2. Change the title of Exhibit 570 to 
Exhibit 572. 

3. Add a new Exhibit 573 to read as 
follows: 


1. Philadelphia, PA: NJ(080-087), | MD(214, 219), WV¥(267) 
eens DE(197-199). 
DC: DC(200, 202- 
-. MOD(206-212, 214-219) 
VA(220-223, 226-227) WV(254, 


PA: NY(130-149), | MD(214, 219), WV(267) 
WV(250-253, 


714). 


OH(459), 1N(470-471). 
W534) — 


2 Chicago, iL: IN(460-469, 472- 
479}, (600-606. 609-611. 
613-619) 

3. Detolt, Mi OH(434~-436), 
MM480-482, 464-497) 


4. Milwaukee, Wk Mi(498-499), 
Wi530-532, 534-535, 537- 


= —_" 
onan. ‘euar0-471) 


1 


847), NM(870-875, 877-884), 
NV(693, 698). 

2 Los Angeles, CA: CA(900, 
902-908, 910-918, 920-928, 


930-935). ; 
3. Phoenix, AZ: AZ(850, 852-853, 


A 
"Kansas Oty, MO: 1NO0-508, W540), MO(620, 622) 
1L(612), 


MN: a 546- IN, 528), MO(620 
. . KS(662). 


An appropriate amendment to 39 CFR 
111.3 to reflect these changes will be 
published if this proposal is adopted. 


(39 U.S.C. 401{a), 403) 

Fred Eggleston, 

Assistant General Counsel, Office of General 
Law and Administration. 

[FR Doc. 83-28721 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7710-12-™ 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 205 / Friday, October 21, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


50 CFR Part 681 
[Docket No. 31014-202] 


Western Pacific Spiny Lobster 
Fisheries 


AGENCY: National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 


summary: NOAA issues this proposed 


rule for Amendment 2 to the Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP) for the Spiny 
Lobster Fisheries of the Western Pacific 
Region. After reviewing the problem that 
new traps not meeting the requirements 
of current law had been brought into the 
fishery during the several years required 
to develop and implement this FMP, the 
Western Pacific Fishery Management 
Council (Council) concluded that trap 
entryway requirements should be 
changed. The intended effect of this 
action is to allow the use of a wider 
variety of lobster traps in the spiny 

. lobster fishery in the Northwestern 
Hawaiian Islands (NWHI) while still 
affording protection for the Hawaiian 
monk seal. 


DATE: Comments are invited until 
December 2, 1983.. 


ADDRESSES: Comments should be 
addressed to Floyd S. Anders, Jr., Acting 
Regional Director, National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS), Southwest 
Region, 300 South Ferry Street, Room 
2016, Terminal Island, California 90731. 
Copies of the amendment, 
environmental assessment, and 
regulatory impact review are available 
by writing to either Floyd S. Anders or 
Kitty Simonds, Executive Director, 
Western Pacific Fishery Management 
Council, 1164 Bishop Street, Suite 1608, 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James J. Morgan (NMFS, Southwest 
Region), 213-548-2518. : 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
February 7, 1983, regulations 
implementing the FMP were published 
in the Federal Register (48 FR 5560) with 
an effective date of March 9, 1983. The 
FMP was approved on April 12, 1982. 

To protect the monk seal, the 
entryway measurements of existing 
traps were adopted and specified by the 
regulations implementing the FMP. This 
was done because (1) the existing traps 
were being used in the fishery with no - 
documented monk seal problems and (2) 
the opening was small enough (6% 


inches) that, based upon cranial 
measurements of monk seals, most 
could not get their heads inside the trap. 
The Council adopted the trap entryway 
measurements in the FMP because they 
concluded that the restriction would not 
disrupt the fishery and that it would 
prevent the future use of traps with 
larger openings which might be 
dangerous to the seals. Soon after the 
publication of the final regulations, 
NMFS determined that many of the 
lobster traps in use in the spiny lobster 
fishery in the NWHI did not meet the 
entryway requirements. During the 
pericd between FMP development and 
implementation, new traps had been 
brought into the fishery. 

After reviewing the problems 
associated with trap entryways, the 
Council concluded that monk seals 
could still be protected from becoming 
caught in the entryways of traps, and 
that the fishermen’s ability to use a 
greater variety of traps could be 
enhanced and their financial hardships 
minimized, by changing the entryway 
regulation. The Council voted 
unanimously on May 24, 1983, at a 
Council meeting in Honolulu to change 
the entryways regulation and to request 
the Secretary of Congress (Secretary) to 
implement emergency regulations to 
make the change. An emergency interim 
regulation was approved on June 27, 
1983, and published in the Federal 
Register (48 FR 31655) on July 11, 1983. 
The regulation was effective for 90 days, 
from July 6, 1983, to October 11, 1983. 

The Federal Register rule of July 11, 
1983, that changed the trap entryway 
requirement, provided background 
information on how the original trap 
entryways were established in the spiny 
lobster fishery to prevent the possible 
entrapment of monk seals. Section 
681.24(b) of the regulation that 
implemented the FMP required that “an 
entryway in a spiny lobster trap may 
measure no greater than 10% inches in 
its greatest diagonal or diameter at the 
larger end, and no greater than 642 
inches in its greatest diagonal or 
diameter at the smaller end.” The 
emergency rule changed § 681.24(b) to 
read “the smallest opening of an 
entryway of any spiny lobster trap may 
not allow any sphere or cylinder greater 
than 6.5 inches in diameter to pass from 
outside the trap to inside the trap.” 

Approval of Amendment 2 will make 
the emergency regulation permanent. 
Because the public review period of the 
amendment will extend beyond October 
11, the emergency interim rule has been 
extended an additional 90 days, from 
October 11, 1983, to January 9, 1984, 
under § 305(e)(3)(B) of the Magnuson 


Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (48 FR 46342, October 12, 1983). 


Options, Costs, and Benefits 


Amendment 2 presents the economic 
and environmental costs and benefits of 
four alternatives to manage the lobster 
trap problem: (1) take no action and 
enforce the regulations as they stand; (2) 
allow lobster traps to have inner 
openings larger than 6.5 inches; (3) 
exempt lobster traps in use as of March 
9, 1983, from entryway restrictions but 
require that traps brought into the 
fishery after that date have the specified 
entrance measurements; and (4) amend 
§ 681.24(b) of the regulations to 
eliminate the outer opening requirement 
and change the method of measuring the 
inner opening. 

Alternative 4 is the preferred option; it 
will continue to protect the monk seal 
while preventing economic loss to the 
fishermen by allowing the continued use 
of existing traps and by allowing a 
wider variety of traps in the fishery. 
Alternative 1 protects monk seals, but 
results in the elimination of existing gear 
and an economic loss to the fishermen. 
Alternative 2 is the most economical 
and allows maximum flexibility for the 
fishermen but it may have a detrimental 
effect on monk seals. Alternative 3 will 
protect monk seals and minimize costs 
to the fishermen in the short term, but it 
will not protect them as much as 
alternative 4. It imposes long-term costs 
on the fishermen and it will require 
higher enforcement costs. 

The change in the trap entryway 
requirements proposed by alternative 4 
will maintain a 6.5 inch measurement to 
prevent the possible entrapment of 
monk seals, while allowing the use of a 
wider variety of traps in the lobster 
fishery of the NWHL Enforcementcosts 
and costs to the fishermen are 
minimized by this approach. 


Classification 


Section 304{a)(1)(C)(ii) of the 
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (Magnuson Act), as 
amended by Pub. L. 97-453, requires the 
Secretary to publish regulations 
proposed by a Council within 30 days of 
receipt of an EMP amendment and 
regulations. At this time, the Secretary 
has not determined that the amendment 
these rules would implement is 
consistent with the national standards, 
other provisions of the Magnuson Act, 
and other applicable law. The Secretary, 
in making that determination, will take 
into account the data, views, and 
comments received during the comment 
period. 





The Council prepared an 
environmental assessment for this 
amendment and concluded that there 
will be no significant impact on the 


The Administrator of NOAA has 
determined that the regulations 
implementing this amendment are not 
major under Executive Order 12291 and 


that they do not require a regulatory 


essentially a clarification of existing 
regulations, a negative economic impact 
of no greater than $2,000.00 is projected. 
with the possibility of increasing the 
economic benefits from the fishery up to 
$180,000.00 per year. The Council 
prepared a regulatory impact review 
which concludes that this rule will have 
the following economic benefits: 

1. Economic benefits will improve for 
the commercial fishermen because a 
wider variety of traps can be used in the 
fishery. Also, fishing with same of the 
traps may be more efficient. 

2. Enforcement costs will be lowered 
because the measuring of the traps will 
be simpler under the new rule. 

3. The employment impacts will be 
negligible. 

You may obtain a copy of this 
regulatory impact review, which is 


included in the amendment, from the 
Council at the address listed above. 

This proposed rule is exempt from the 
procedures of E.O. 12291 under section 
8(a)}(2) of that order. Deadlines imposed 
under the Magnuson Act, as amended 
by Pub. L. 97-453, require the Secretary 
to publish this proposed rule 30 days 
after its receipt. The proposed rule is 
being reported to the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, with an 
explanation of why it is not possible to 
follow procedures of the order. 

The General Counsel of the 
Department of Commerce certified to 
the Small Business Administration that 
this proposed rule, if adopted, will not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
because the amendment allows greater 
flexibility in the use of fishing gear 
which results in savings to individual 
fishermen. As a result, a regulatory 
flexibility analysis was not prepared. 

Although the proposed regulations 
modify the existing regulations there is 
no requirement for any new “collection 
of information” as defined in the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
4501 et seg.). 

In response to a letter from the 
Council stating that this proposed rule 
will be implemented in a manner 
consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the approved coastal 
zone management programs of Hawaii. 
in accordance with § 307 of the Coastal 
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Zone Management Act, the Hawaii 
Department of Planning and Economic 
Development on August 17, 1983, 
informed the Council that Amendment 2 
is consistent with the Hawaii Coastal 
Zone Management Plan. 


List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 681 


Fish, Fisheries, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 

Dated: October 18, 1983. 
Carmen J. Blondin, 
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Fisheries 


Resource Management, National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 


PART 681—WESTERN PACIFIC SPINY 
LOBSTER FISHERIES 


For reasons set out in the preamble, 50 
CFR Part 681 is proposed to be amended 
as follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 681 
reads as follows: 


Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. 


2. In § 681.24 paragraph (b) is revised 
to read as follows: 

§ 681.24 Gear restriction. 

(b) The smallest opening of an 
entryway of any spiny lobster trap may 
not allow any sphere or cylinder greater 
than 6.5 inches in diameter to pass from 
outside the trap to inside the trap. 

[FR Doc. 83-28770 Filed 10-18-83; 4:50 pm] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M 





DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Agricultura! Marketing Service 


Notice is hereby given of a public 
hearing to be held in the Main 
Courtroom, Ware County Courthouse, 
corner of Albany Avenue and Church 
Street, Waycross, Georgia, beginning at 
10:00 a.m., e.s.t. on November 1, 1983, 
upon the application of Mr. David T. 
Stephenson, II, Waycross Tobacco 
Warehouse, Inc., Waycross, Georgia, 
and Mr. Joseph L. Boyett, Big Z Tobacco 
Warehouse, Inc., Blackshear, Georgia, 
for tobacco inspection and price support 
services to a new market which would 
be a consolidation of the currently 
designated markets of Waycross and 
Blackshear, Georgia. Such public 
hearings will be conducted and evidence 
received governing the extension of 
tobacco inspection and price support 
services to new markets and to 
additional sales on designated markets 
(7 CFR Part 29, Subpart A, §§ 29.1-29.3). 

Dated: October 19, 1983. 

C. W. McMillan, 

Assistant Secretary, Marketing and 
Inspection Services. 

[FR Doc. 83-26802 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M 


Commodity Credit Corporation 


1983-Crop Honey Loan and Purchase 
Rates 


AGENCY: Commodity Credit Corporation, 
USDA. 

ACTION: Notice of determination of 1983- 
crop honey loan and purchase rates. 


SUMMARY: This notice affirms 
determinations made by the Secretary of 
Agriculture on April 7, 1983 with respect 
to the level of price support and loan 


and purchase rates for the 1983 crop of 
honey. 

These determinations have been made 
in order to make price support available 
with respect to eligible ee 
1983-crop honey in accordance with 
section 201 of the 
1949, as amended (hereinafter referred 
to as the “Act”’). 

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 7, 1983. 
aporess: Director, Cotton, Grain and 
Rice Price Support Division, ASCS, 
USDA, Room 3630 South Building, P.O. 
Box 2415, Washington, D.C. 20013. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
W. W. Beesley, (202) 447-7935. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice of determination has been 
reviewed in accordance with Secretary's 
Memoradum 1512-1 and Executive 
Order 12291 and has been classified as 
“not major.” It has been determined that 
these program provisions will not result 
in: (1) An annual effect on the economy 
of $100 million or more; (2) major 
increases in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; or (3) 
significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of U.S.-based enterprises to 
compete with foreign-based enterprises 
in domestic or export markets. 

The title and number of the federal 
assistance program to which this notice 
applies are: Title: Commodity Loan and 
Purchases: Number: 10.051 as found in 
the Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance. 

It has been determined that the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act is not 
applicable to this notice of 
determination since Commodity Credit 
Corporation (CCC) is not required by 5 
U.S.C. 553 or any other provision of law 
to publish a notice of proposed 
rulemaking with respect to the subject 
matter of this notice. 

Price support for honey is made 
available each year by CCC through 
county Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service (ASCS) offices. In 


_accordance with section 201 of the Act, 


loans or purchases are required to be 
made available to producers of 1983- 
crop honey at a level not in excess of 90 
percentum nor less than 60 percentum of 
the parity price therefor. Section 401(b) 
of the Act sets forth certain factors to be 
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taken into consideration in determining 
the level of support in excess of the 
specified minimum. In addition, section 
403 of the Act provides that appropriate 
adjustments may be made in the support 
price for any commodity for differences 
in grade, type, staple, quality, location, 
and other factors. Such adjustments 
shall, so far as practicable, be made in 
such manner that the avzrage support 
price for such commodity will, on the 
basis of the anticipated incidence of 
such factors, be equal to the level of 
support determined under the Act. 

On February 11, 1983, a notice of 
proposed determinations was published 
in the Federal Register (48 FR 6375) 
requesting comments with respect to 
certain determinations for the 1983 crop 
of honey. Such determinations included 
price support rates based on color, 
differentials, class, grade, and the 
program availability period. Comments 
were received for a period of 30 days. 

There were seven responses received 
through March 14, 1983, all of which 
favored the continuation of loans on, 
and purchases of, honey. Five of the 
responses dealt with the impact of 
restrictions on the importation of honey 
into the United States on the domestic 
honey market and on program 
operations. Three commenters favored 
import controls while twe others 
objected to any type of import 
restrictions. These comments were not 
considered since they were not 
responsive to the request for comments 
involving the determinations which 
were to be made with respect to the 1983 
Honey Price Support Program. 

Two of those commenting favored 
implementation of a deficiency payment 
program because they claim it would 
reduce costs and allow domestic 
producers to effectively compete for the 
domestic honey market. These 
comments were not adopted because 
there is no current statutory authority to 
implemen a deficiency-type payment 
program for honey. One other 
commenter recommended establishing 
the level of price support for honey at 53 
percent of parity rather than 60 percent. 
Current legislation requires, however, 
that honey must be supported at a level 
not in excess of 90 percent nor less than 
60 percent of the parity price. 

Other comments concerned; (1) The 
retention of containers by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) 
when honey is delivered in satisfaction 
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for a loan: and (2) the establishment of 
price support loan and purchase rates 
for dark table honey and nontable 
noney at the same rate regardless of 
color and class. The suggestions made 
by these commenters heve not been 
adopted. CCC take title to both the 
honey and ‘the container because it 
would be too costly and time-consuming 
to empty, clean and return the 
containers to the producer. Also, the 
determination to increase the rate for 
the 1983-crop of “white and lighter”, 
“extra light amber”, and “light amber” 
honey by 2 cents per pound was made to 
account for the increase in market 
differentials now existing between such 
grades and “other table honey” and 
“nontable honey.” 


The determinations set forth herein to 
establish the loan and purchase rate for 
the 1983 crop of honey at the minimum 
statutory level of 60 percent of parity 
{i-e.. 62.5 cents per pound) was reached 
after taking into consideration the 
responses received, statutory 
considerations, and other factors. 
Establishing the loan and purchase rate 
for the 1983 crop of honey at the 
minimum statutory level should provide 
beekeepers reasonable price and income 
protection and should also provide them 
with interim financing to permit the 
orderly marketing of their honey. The 
loan and purchase rates determined 
herein reflect the level of support 
determined for the 1983 crop of honey. 

This notice of determination also sets 
forth the discounts applicable to the 
1983 crop of honey. 


Since the only purpose of this notice is 
to affirm determinations which were 
announced by the Secretary with 
respect to the 1983 crop of honey in a 
press release issued on April 7, 1983, it 
has been determined no further public 
rulemaking is required with respect to 
the following determinations: 


Determinations 


(a) Level of support. The level of price 
support for the 1983 crop of honey has 
been established at 60 percent of parity. 
The loan and purchase rate for the 1983 
crop has been determined to be 62.2 
cents per pound. 

(b) Loan and Purchase Rates. (1) 
Table and nontable honey. The rate for 
the quantity of 1983-crop honey pledged 
as price support loan collateral or 
acquired by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation under its purchase program 
shall be the rate for the respective class 
and color set forth below: 


Cents/ 
pound 


(2) Objectionable flavor, fermentation, 
or caramelization. The settlement value 
for a lot of honey delivered in 
satisfaction of a lean or under a 
purchase agreement which grades 
substandard on account of objectionable 
flavor, fermentation, or caramelization 
shall be the lower of its market value as 
determined by CCC or a value 
determined on the basis of the loan and 
purchase rate for nontable honey. 

(3) Grade not certified. The settlement 
value for a lot of honey, delivered in 
satisfaction of a loan or under a 
purchase agreement for which the grade 
cannot be certified shall be the lower of 
its market value as determined by CCC 
or a value as determined on the basis of 
the loan and purchase rate for nontable 
honey. 

(4) Substandard. The rate for a lot of 
honey delivered in satisfaction of a loan 
or under a purchase agreement which 
grades substandard on account of 
defects or moisture or a combination of 
the defects and moisture shal! be 
adjusted by the discounts in (c) below. 

(c) Discounts. (1) Defects. The loan 
and purchase rate for a lot of honey 
delivered in satisfaction of a loan or 
under a purchase agreement which 
grades substandard on account of 
defects shall be adjusted by the 
following discount: 


(2) Moisture. (1) The loan and 
purchase rate for a lot of honey 
delivered in satisfaction of a loan or 
under a purchase agreement shall be 
adjusted by the following discounts for 
the moisture content indicated, which 
shall be in addition to the discount for 
defects: 


@ 0 to 18.5... 
@ 18.6 to 19.0... 
(@ 19.1 to 19.5... 
(iv) 19.6 to 20.0........ 


(ii) The loan and purchase rates for a 
lot of honey delivered in satisfaction of 
a loan or under a purchase agreement 
which contains moisture in excess of 
20.0 percent shall be the lower of the 
market price as determined by CCC or 
the support rate for nontable honey. 
This rate may be further discounted for 
defects. 

(Secs. 4 and 5, 62 Stat. 1070, 1072, as amended 
(15 U.S.C. 714 b and c); secs. 201, 401, 63 Stat. 
1052, 1054 (7 U.S.C. 1446, 1421)) 

Signed at Washington, D.C. on October 18, 

1983. 

Everett Rank, 

Executive Vice President, Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

[FR Doc. 83-28699 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 

BILLING CODE 3410-05-M 


CiViL. AERONAUTICS BOARD 
[Order 83-10-54} 


of Southern Air Transport, 
inc. for Unused Authority Under 
Section 401(d)(5) 


AGENCY: Civil Aeronautics Board. 


ACTION: Notice of Order to Show Cause 
Order (83-10-54). 


sSumMMARY: The Board is proposing to 
find Southern Air Transport, Inc. fit, 
willing and able to operate unused 
authority under section 401(d)(5) in the 
San Juan, Puerto Rico-St. Croix, Virgin 
Islands and San Juan-St. Thomas, Virgin 
Islands markets, and to approve various 
control and interlocking relationships 
involving Southern, Caribbean Air 
Services, Inc., CASI Holding, Inc., and 
Mr. Howard Bastian. 

DATES: Objections: All interested 
persons having objections to the Board's 
tentative fitness determination shall file, 
and serve upon all persons listed below 
no later than November 2, 1983, a 
statement of objections, together with a 
summary of testimony, statistical data, 
and other material expected to be relied 
upon to support the objections. 
ADDRESSES: Responses shall be filed in 
docket 41280 and should be addressed 
to the Docket Section, Civil Aeronautics 
Board, Washington, D.C. 20428, and 
should be served upon Southern Air 
Transport, the mayors and airport 
managers of San Juan, Puerto Rico, St. 
Croix and St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin 
Islands, the Department of Justice, the 
Department of Transportation, the 
Federal Aviation Administration, and 
the U.S. Postal Service. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Phyllis Solomon, Bureau of Domestic 
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Aviation, Civ'l Aeronautics Board, 1825 
Connecticut # venue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20428, (202) 673-5340. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
complete text of Order 83-10-54 is 
available from the Distribution Section, 


Room 100, 1825 Connecticut Avenue, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20428. Persons 
outside the metropolitan area may send 
a postcard request for Order 83-10-54 to 
that address. 


By the Civil Aeronautics Board: October 14. 
1983. 
Phyllis T. Kaylor, 
Secretary. 
{FR Doc. 83-28746 Filed 10-20-83; &45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6320-01-M 


Applications for Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity and Foreign Air Carrier Permits Filed Under Subpart Q 
of the Board’s Procedural Regulations (See, 14 CFR 302.1701 et seq.}; Week Ended October 7, 1983 


Subpart Q Applications 


The due date for answers, conforming application, or motions to modify scope are set forth below for each application. 
Following the answer period the board may process the application by expedited procedures. Such procedures may consist of 
the adoption of a show-cause order, a tentative order, or in appropriate cases a final order without further proceedings. 


Application of Eastem Air Lines, inc., Gemnk ts Gosden ant ates tak Gad Chpa Ot thn Cecndin rasangitiadeiitiiee dint ihdeiiinenents 
Certificate of public convenience and necessity for Route 59 so as to authorize service between the terminal point San Juan, Puerto Rico, and the terminal 


Scope and Answers may be filed by October 18, 1963. 
Ave., NW., Suite 300, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

SS ace Ae: tos detuaaa to ection ae 4b Seo Ran do ogee w of the Goaiic Coe requests a certificate of 
public convenience and necendly t engage in echedkled foreign at waaporteson ol pereane, property snd mill 08 tokows: Ostsoen San Juan, Punto 
Rico, and Caracas, Venezuela. 

Answers may be filed by October 18, 1983. 
Aismark Corporation, c/o Aidan D. Jones, Finley, Kumble, Wagner, Heine, Underberg, Manley & Casey, 1120 Connecticut Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 


Corporation pursuant to Section 401 and Subpart Q of the Board’s Procedural Regulations requests charter service in foreign ar 
Soummneeeaadomane eo onan 

Go Dataman cies puisl tn any Siet> Oi ton Uinind Seatee er tho Ciahiet Ot Cobanbla, oy any tasitany or gethindeiee of tro Uithen Otithd, od Gil Gin tind. 
and points in Canada, on the other; 

ee Cee we San nes eS SOS SSIES NE, SF EE a eee 
and points in Mexico, on the other; 

(Cc) Between any point in any State of the United States or the District of Columbia, or any territory or possesion of the United States, on the one hand, 
and points in Jamaica, the Bahama islands, Bermuda, Haiti, the Dominican Republic, Trinidad, Aruba, the Leeward and Windward isiands, and any other 
foreign place located in the Gulf of Mexico or the Carribbean Sea, on the other hand: 

nena ys Acpeeatradaa a bd = lary tt en = ame geht ayn gree ag arse hE raat ne Hie sen nn om 
ee ee ee eee SD a ee ene Se Rica, Panama, and in the countries on the continent of 

South America, on the other hand; 
(e) Between any point in any State of the United States or the District of Columbia, or any territory or possession of the United States, on the one hand, 
Samoa, Guam, 


wen es ee Ge en ae 
& Casey, 1120 Connecticut Ave., NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. 
Procedural Regulatons 


requests a certificate authorizing 
and mail between all points in the United States, its 


.C. 
Pan Aero international pursuant to Section 401 ae harcutmaaas dota Gunna meaeee 
Property, 


Pan Aero to engage in scheduled interstate and overseas air transportation of persons, 
territories, and possessions. 
Conforming Applications, Motions to Modify Scope and Answers may be filed by November 4, 1983. 


Phyllis T. Kaylor, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-28745 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6320-01-M 


Applications for Certificates of Public Convenience and and Foreign Air Carrier Permits Filed Under Subpart Q 
of the Board’s Procedural Regulations (See 14 CFR 302.1701 et seq.); Week Ended October 14, 1983 


Subpart Q Applications 
The due date for answers, conforming applications, or motions to modify scope are set forth below for each application. 


Following the answer period the Board may process the application by expedited procedures. Such procedures may consist of 
the adoption of a show-cause order, a tentative order, or in appropriate cases a final order without further proceedings. 


of persons 
oii covteries on coup chase af tus Urenen saaten or tes Cantal os Cotatthtn, or axty'Uninen Shiite initial eeiibeniintvcaen 
(a) points in Canada: 





Desciet 


ieioanath, and Aetnan ter enh an emai 30 


east via a transpacrfic routing, and 


€ points  Greertand, ioslend, he Azores, Europe, Ainica, and Asia as far east as (and including) india 


Applications, Motions of Modify Scope and Answers may 


Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-28748 Filed 10-20-83: &45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6320-01-™ 


{Docket No. 41321; Order 83-10-67) 


British American Air Inc. Fitness 
investigation 


AGENCY: Civil Aeronautics Beard. 
action: Notice of Order instituting the 
British American Air, Inc. Fitness 
Investigation: Order 83-10-67, Docket 
41321. 


sSummanv: The Board is instituting the 


British American Air, Inc. Fitness 
investigation {1} to determine the fitness 
of the applicant to operate foreign 
scheduled air transportation of persons, 
property, and mail between the United 
States and Belgium, The Netherlands. 
Luxembourg and Hong Kong and to 
comply with the Act and our rules, 
regulations and requirements; and (2) to 
approve, exempt, or disclaim 

over any interlocking or 
control relationships which may exist 
under sections 408 and 409 of the Act. 
The complete text of Order 83-10-67 is 
available as noted below. 


DATES: Requests for additional evidence 
and petitions for leave to intervene shall 
be filed by November 10, 1983. 


ADDRESS: All pleadings should be filed 
in the Docket Section, Civil Aeronautics 
Board, Washington, D.C. 20428 in 
Docket 41321 and on: British American 
Air. Inc.; Northwest Airlines, Inc.; 
Transamerica Airlines, Inc.; the 
Departments of Transportation of 
California and Hawaii; The Mayors and 
airport managers of Burbank, Los 
Angeles, Long Beach, Ontario, and San 
Francisco, and Honolulu, Hawaii; the 
U.S. Departments of State and 
Transportation; the U.S. Attorney 
General; the Ambassadors of the United 
Kingdom, the Netherlands, Belgium. and 
Luxembourg in Washington, D.C. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Nicholas Lowry, Bureau of International 
Aviation, Civil Aeronautics Board, 1825 
Connecticut Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20428, (202) 673-5203. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
complete text of Order 83-10-67 is 
available from our Distribution Section, 
Room 100, 1825 Connecticut Avenue, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20428. Persons 
outside the metropolitan area may send 
a postcard request for Order 83-10-67 to 
that address. 

By the Civil Aeronautics Board: October 17, 
1983. 
Phyllis T. Kaylor, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-28747 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6320-01-M 


{Docket 41679; Order 83-10-56] 


Fitness investigation of Bicoastal Air 
Service, Inc. 


AGENCY: Civil Aeronautics Board. 


ACTION: Notice of Order Instituting the 
Bicoastal Air Service Fitness 
Investigation, Order 83-10-56, Docket 
41679. 


summary: The Board is instituting an 
investigation to determine the fitness of 
Bicoastal Air Service to engage in 
interstate and overseas scheduled air 
transportation. 


DATES: Persons wishing to intervene or 
proposing to request additional evidence 
in the Bicoastal Air Service Fitness 
Investigation shall file their petitions in 
Docket 41679 by October 28, 1983. 


ADDRESSES: Petitions to intervene and 
requests for additional evidence should 
be filed in Docket 41679 and addressed 
to the Docket Section, Civil Aeronautics 
Board, Washington, D.C. 20428. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John F. Brennan, Bureau of Domestic 
Aviation, Civil Aeronautics Board, 1825 
Connecticut Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20428 (202) 673-5333. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
complete text of Order 83-10-56 is 
available from the Distribution Section, 
Room 100, 1825 Connecticut Avenue, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20428. Persons 
outside the metropolitan area may send 
a postcard request for Order 83-10-56 to 
that address. 

By the Bureau of Domestic Aviation: 
October 14, 1983. 
Phyllis T. Kaylor, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-28742 Filed 10-20-83. 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6320-01-M 


[Docket 41526] 


Key Airlines, inc., Fitness 
investigation; Resumption of Hearing 


Notice is hereby given that a 
resumption hearing in the above-entitled 
matter is assigned to be held on October 
26, 1983, at 9:30 a.m. (local time) in Room 
1027, 1825 Connecticut Avenue, NW., 
Washington, D.C. before the 
undersigned Administrative Law Judge. 

Dated at Washington, D.C., October 17, 
1983. 

Ronnie A. Yoder, 
Administrative Law Judge. 

[FR Doc. 83-28744 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6320-01-M 


[Docket 41306] 


Unicorn Air, Ltd., Fitness Investigation; 
Hearing 


Notice is hereby given that a hearing 
in the above-entitled matter is assigned 
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to commence on November 29, 1983, at 
9:30 a.m. (local time) in Room 1027, 
Universal Building, 1825 Connecticut 
Ave. NW,, Washington, D.C., before the 
undersigned Chief Administrative Law 
Judge. 

Dated at Washington, D.C., October 13, 
1983. 
Elias C. Rodriguez, 
Chief Administrative Law Judge. 
[FR Doc. 83-28743 Filed 10-20-83; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6320-01-m 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Proposed 
With-the Office of Metric Programs 
ACTION: Solicitation of comments. 


SUMMARY: In cooperation with the 
Office of Metric Programs, Department 
of Commerce, the American National 
Metric Council's Aerospace Sector 
Committee seeks comments on its 
Aerospace Sector Committee 
Metrication Plan. 

DATE: All comments should be 
submitted no later than November 30, 
1983. 


ADDRESS: Mr. Philip M. Gulak, Program 
Manager, Aerospace Sector Committee, 
American National Metric Council, 5410 
Grosvenor Lane, Bethesda, Maryland 
20814. Telephone: Area Code 301-530- 
8333. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department of Commerce has been 
assigned certain responsibilities under 
the Metric Conversion Act of 1975 (Pub. 
L. 94-168, 89 Stat. 1007, 15 USC 205a- 
205k) and other legal authorities 
principally to perform metric 
coordination among Federal agencies 
and between the Federal and State 
Government as well as the private 
sectors. 

The American National Metric 
Council is a private, non-profit 
organization which acts as a 
representative of the private sector in 
formulating and coordinating 
industrywide metric conversion plans. 
The Council's Aerospace Sector 
Committee seeks commenis on its 
proposed metric transition plan entitled 
Aerospace Sector Committee 
Metrication Plan. The plan is intended 
to serve as a guide to generate future 
aerospace sector metric transition 
planning and activity. 

Comments are being sought from 
industry, interested trade associations, 
State Governments, and Federal 
agencies, and any other interested 
parties. The plan has been under 


development since December 1975 and 
incorporates comments received from 
circulation of prior draft plans. 
Interested parties are urged to review 
the proposed plan and submit their 
comments. 

Copies of the proposed plan are 
available by contracting Mr. Philip M. 
Gulak at the above cited addréss or 
telephone number. 


Dated: October 14, 1983. 
D. Bruce Merrifield, 
Assistant Secretary for Productivity, 
Technology and Innovation. 
[FR Doc. 83-28752 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am 
BILLING CODE 3510-18-m 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


Sea Grant Review Panel; Meeting 


AGENCY: National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice of meeting. 


SUMMARY: This notice set forth the 
schedule and proposed agenda of a 
forthcoming meeting of the Sea Grant 
Review Panel. The main purpose of the 
meeting is to discuss four panel 
subgroup reports on: {1} Accountability 
and responsibility, (2) research, (3) 
education, and (4} advisory service of 
the Sea Grant Program. 


DATE: The announced meeting is 
scheduled for November 29, 1983, from 
8:30 a.m. to 2 p.m. 


ADDRESS: The meeting will be held at: 
Herbert Hoover Building (Main 
Commerce Building), 14th and 
Constitution Avenues, NW., Room 4830, 
Washington, D.C. 20230. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Arthur G. Alexiou, National Sea 
Grant College Program, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, 6010 Executive 
Boulevard, Rockville, Maryland 20852, 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Panel, which consists of balanced 
representation from academia, industry, 
state government, and citizens groups, 
was established in accordance with the 
Sea Grant Program Improvement Act of 
1976, Pub. L. 94-461. Tiis Act, signed 
into law on October 8, 1976, requires the 
Secretary of Commerce to establish and 
maintain a Sea Grant Review Panel to 
advise the Secretary, the Administrator 
of NOAA, and the Director of the 
Program on the conduct of this Program. 


The agenda for the meeting is: 


8:30-12:00 


Discussion of four panel subgroup 
reports on: 
(1) Accountability and Responsibility 
(2) Research 
(3) Education 
(4) Advisory Services 


1:00-2:00 


“Post mortem” of University of 
Washington Recertification review 


The meeting will be open to the 
public. 

Dated: October 12, 1983. 
Samuel A. Lawrence, 
Director, Office of Administrative and 
Technical Services. 
[FR Doc. 83-28648 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-12-M 


Civil Operational Remote Sensing 
Satellite Advisory Committee; 
Meetings 


AGENCY: National Environmental 
Satellite, Data, and Information Service, 
NOAA. 


ACTION: Notice of Two Partially Closed 
Meetings. 


summary: The Civil Operational Remote 
Sensing Satellite Advisory Committee 
(formerly the Land Remote Sensing 
Satellite Advisory Committee) was 
established on September 6, 1983, to 
advise the Secretary of Commerce on 
the Department's responsibilities for the 
civil operational land and weather 
satellites. The Advisory Commitiee’s 
subcommittee, the Working Group on 
Commercialization, consists of members 
appointed by the Chairman from the 
parent Committee. 


Agenda 


The Working Group will evaluate the 
draft Request for Proposals (RFP) for the 
civil operational land and weather 
satellite systems from the perspective of 
non-Federal views and requirements. 
The Working Group's report will be 
considered by the parent Committee in 
formulating recommendations to the 
Secretary of Commerce. The Working 
Group and the full Committee plan 
closed sessions of up to three hours 
duration to evaluate the RFP's classified 
annex covering national security. All 
other parts of both meetings will be 
open to the public. 


Location and Date 


The partially closed meeting of the 
Working Group on Commercialization 
will be held at the Mackay School of 
Mines, University of Nevada-Reno, 
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Reno, Nevada 89557, from 9:00 a.m. on 
Wednesday, October 26, 1983, to about 
4:30 p.m. on Friday, October 28, 1983. 
The closed session for the Working 
Group meeting will occur on Thursday. 
October 27, from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 


from 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, November 
17, 1983, to about 3:30 p.m. on Friday, 
November 18, 1983. The morning session 
on Friday, November 18, 1983, will be 
closed from 9:00 to 10:00 a.m. All other 
parts of the November meeting will be 
open to the public. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Contact the Committee's Executive 
Secretary, Dr. Richard J. Keating, (301) 
763-5904, or the Committee Staff Officer. 
Ms. Peggy Harwood, (301) 763-7821, 
External Relations Staff, NOOA/ 
NESDIS {E/ER), Washington, D.C. 20233. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Assistant Secretary for Administration 


liscl ae 
the purview of 5 U.S.C. 552b{c}(1}. A 
copy of the determination is available 
for public mspection and copying in the 


6628, Department of Commerce. 
Dated: October 19, 1983. 
Samuel A. Lawrence, 


Director, Office of. Administvation and 
Technical Services. 


[FR Doc. 83-28847 Filed 10-20-83. &45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3510-12-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Department of the Air Force 


Advisory Committee on the Air Force 
Historical Program, Meeting 
October 7, 1983. 

The Advisory Committee on the Air 
Force Historical Program will hold a 
meeting on November 30, 1983 from 830 
a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and December 1, 1983 
from 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon at Belling 
Air Force Base {AFB}, D.C., Building 


5681, Office of Air Force History's 4th 
Floor Conference Room. The purpose of 
the meeting is to examine the mission, 
scope, progress, and productivity of the 
Air Force Historical Program and make 
recommendations thereon for the 
consideration of the Secretary of the Air 
Force. 

The meeting will be open to the 
public. Topics to be discussed include: 
organization and personnel, current 
status of historical projects, and status 
of the field history program. 

For information, contact Lt Col 
Elliott Converse, Executive, Office of Air 
Force History, Bolling AFB, D.C.., 
telephone (202) 767-5764. 

Winnibel F. Holmes, 

Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
(FR Doc. 83-28686 Filed 10-20-83: 845 am|__ 

BILLING CODE 3910-01-M 


Public information Collection 
Requirement Submitted to OMB for 
Review 


The Department of Defense has 
submitted to OMB for review the 
following proposal for the collection of 
information under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35). Each entry contains the 
following information: {1) Type of 
Submission; (2) Title of Information 
Collection and Form Number, if 
applicable; {3} Abstract statement of the 
need for and the uses to be made of the 
information collected; {4) Type of 
Respondent; (5) An estimate of the 
number of responses; (6) An estimate of 
the total number of hours needed to 
provide the information; {7) To whom 
comments regarding the information 
collection are to be forwarded; (8) The 
point of contact from whom a copy of 
the information proposal may be 
obtained. 


Existing Collection in Use Without an 
OMB Control Number 

Chaplain Candidate Training Record 
(ARPC Form 0-5). 

The information collection is 
necessary to identify chaplain 
candidates and to schedule tours of 
active duty training. It is also used to 
readily identify trained candidates 
awaiting reappointment. 

All individuals who apply for 
appointment as chaplain candidates or 
chaplains: 90 responses, 30 hours. 

Forward comments to Edward 
Springer, OMB Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington, D.C. 20503, and 
John V. Wenderoth, DOD Clearance 
Officer, WHS/DIOR, Room 1C535, 
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20301, 
telephone (202) 694-0187. 


A copy of the information collection 
proposal may be obtained from Ms. 
Sandy Mosley, HQ ARPC/HC, Denver. 
Colorado 80280, telephone (303) 370- 
4901. 

Dated: October 18, 1983. 

M. S. Healy, 

OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
Department of Defense. 

{FR Doc. 83-28725 Piled 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3910-01-M 





Department of the Army 
Army Science Board; Meeting Change 


October 17, 1983. 

The following change has occurred for 
the meeting of the Army Science Board 
Ad Hoc Subgroup on Army Utilization 
of Space,which was announced in the 
Federal Register issue of 14 October 
1983 {48 FR 46835): 

DATES OF MEETING: Monday and 
Tuesday, 14 and 15 November 1983 
{instead of Thursday and Friday, 3 and 4 
November 1983). 

Sally A. Warner, oy 

Administrative Officer. 

[FR Doc. 83-28720 Filed 10-20-83; &45 am} 


October 17, 1983. 

The following change has occurred for 
the meeting of the Army Science Board 
Ad Hoc Subgroup on Ballistic Missile 
Defense, which was announced in the 
Federal Register issue of 22 September 
1,983 (48 FR 43214): 

DATES OF MEETING: Thursday and 
Friday, 17 and 18 November 1983 
(instead of Wednesday and Thursday, 9 
and 10 November 1983). 

Sally A. Warner, 

Administrative Officer. 

[FR Doc. 83-28719 Filed 16-20-83; 845 am] 

BILLING CODE 3710-08-M 





Army Science Board; Closed Meeting 


In accordance with Section 10{a}{(2) of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(Pub. L. $2-463}, announcement is made 
of the following Committee Meeting: 


Name of the Committee: Army Science 
Board (ASB). 

Date of meeting: Wednesday & Thursday. 
November 16 and 17, 1983. 

Times: 0830-1700 hours {Closed}. 

Place: The Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 
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Agenda: The Army Science Board Ad Hoc 
Subgroup on Updating Old Equipment will 
meet for classified briefings and discussions 
on various currently fielded equipment and 
systems and for status reports from panel 
members on their assigned topics. This 
meeting will be closed to the public in 
accordance with Section 552b{c) of Title 5 
U.S.C., specifically subparagraph (1) thereof. 
and Title 5, U.S.C. App. 1, Subsection 10({d). 
The classified and nonclassified matters to 
be discussed are so inextricable interwined 
so as to preclude opening any portion of the 
meeting. The Army Science Board 
Administrative Officer, Sally A. Warner, may 
be contacted for further information at (202) 
695-3039 or 697-9703. 

Sally A. Warner 
Administrative Officer. 

[FR Doc. 83-28727 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 3710-08-M 


Army Science Board; Closed Meeting 


In accordance with Section 10(a)({2) of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(Pub. L. 92-463), announcement is made 
of the following Committee Meeting: 


Name of the committee: Army Science 
Board (ASB). 

Date of meeting: Monday, November 21. 
1983. 

Times: 0830-1700 hours {Closed). 

Place: The Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 

Agenda: After a series of preparatory 
classified briefing and discussion sessions, 
the Army Science Board Ad Hoc Subgroup on 
Near Term Implementation of “How to Fight” 
will meet for an executive report writing 
session. The subgroup’s task is to determine 
necessary procurement adjusiments in the 
1985 budget to bring off fully-integrated 
Airland Battle capabilities by the end of 1986. 
This meeting will be closed to the public in 
accordance with Section 552b{c) of Title 5, 
U.S.C., specifically subparagraph (1) thereof. 
and Title 5, U.S.C. App. 1, subsection 10{d}. 
The classified and nonclassified matters to 
be discussed are so inextricably intertwined 
so as to preclude opening any portion of the 
meeting. The Army Science Board 
Adminstrative Officer, Sally A. Warner, may 
be contacted for further information at (262) 
695-3039 or 697-9703. 
Sally A. Warner, 
Administrative Officer. 
{FR Doc. 83-28728 Filed 10-20-82: 8:45 «mj 
BILLING CODE 3710-08-™ 


Army Science Board; Closed Meeting 


In accordance with Section 10{a}{2} of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(Pub. L. 92-463}, announcement is made 
of the following Commitiee Meeting: 


Name of the committee: Army Science 
Board (ASB). 

Dates of Meeting: Tuesday, November 22. 
1983. 

Times: 0830-1700 hours (Ciosed}. 


Place: HQS Ill Corps, Ft. Hood, Texas. 

Agenda: The Army Science Board Ad Hoc 
Subgroup on Combat Medical Support will 
meet for classified briefings and discussions 
on operational deterioration of personnel in 
military operational protective posture dress. 
This meeting will be closed to the public in 
accordance with Section 552b{c) of Title 5, 
US.C., specifically subparagraph (1) thereof, 
and Title 5, U.S.C. App. 1, subsection 10(d). 
The classified and nonclassified matters to 
be discussed are so inextricably intertwined 
so as to preclude opening any portion of the 
meeting. The Army Science Board 
Administrative Officer, Sally A. Warner, may 
be contacted for further information at (202) 
695-3039 or 697-9703. 
Sally A. Warner, 
Administrative Officer. 
{FR Doc. 83-28729 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 amj 
BILLING CODE 3710-08- 


Army Science Board; Open Meeting 


In accordance with Section 10{a){2) of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(Pub. L. 92-463), announcement is made 
of the following Committee Meeting: 


Name of the committee: Army Science 
Board {ASB}. 

Dates of meeting: Taesday, Wednesday. 
Thursday, November 29 and 30, and 
December 1, 1983. 

Place: 29&30 Nov., Ft. Benning, GA; 1 Dec.. 
Ft. Leavenworth, KS {[Oper). 

Agenda: The ASB Ad Hoc Subgroup on 
Army Leadership will meet for briefings and 
discussions addressing the following: (1) 
What are the quantitative measures between 
leadership performance and unit performance 
in the Army?; (2) How can the Army best 
determine which officers have cognitive 
capability for integrative thought and 
appropriate levels of mental abstraction for 
long term strategic time spans?; (3) Explore 
mechanisms and processes necessary to 
firmly link leader development programs to 
the future; (4) Explore new ways of 
developing individual systems thinking skills: 
and (5) Are there cost-effective leadership 
assessment techniques that the Army has not, 
but should explore? This meeting is open to 
the public. Any interested person may attend, 
appear before, or file statements with the 
committee at the time and in the manner 
permitted by the committee. For further 
information please contact Sally Warner, the 
ASB Administrative Officer, at (202) 695-3939 
or 697-9703. 

Sally A. Warner, 
Administrative Officer. 

{PR Doc. 83-28730 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3710-08-m 


Army Science Board; Closed Meeting 

In accerdance with Section 10{a){2) of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act . 
(Pub. L. 92-463), announcement is made 
of the following Committee Meeting: 


Name of the committee: Army Science 
Board (ASB). 

Dates of meeting: Thursday and Friday, 
December 1 and 2, 1983. 

Times: 0830-1700 hours (Closed). 

Place: The Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 

Agenda: After a series of preparatory 
classified briefing and discussion sessions, 
the Army Science Board Ad Hoc Subgroup on 
the Army Decontamination Program will 
meet for an executive report writing session. 
This meeting will be closed to the public in 
accordance with Section 552b(c) of Title 5, 
U.S.C., specifically subparagraph (1) thereof. 
and Title 5, U.S.C. App. 1, subsection 10({d). 
The classified and nonclassified matters to 
be discussed are so inextricably intertwined 
so as to preclude opening any portion of the 
meeting. The Army Science Board 
Administrative Officer, Sally A. Warner, may 
be contacted for further information at (202) 
695-3039 or 697-9703. 
Sally A. Warmer, 
Administrative Officer. 
[FR Doc. 83-28731 Filed 10-20-83; &:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 3710-08-m 


Army Science Board; Closed Meeting 


In accordance with Section 10{a}{2} of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(Pub. L. 92-463), announcement is made 
of the following Committee Meeting: 


Name of the Committee: Army Science 
Board (ASB). . 
Date of Meeting: Thursday, 1 December 

1983. . 

Times: 0830-1700 hours (Closed). 
Place: U.S. Army Training & Doctrine 

Command, Fort Monroe, Virginia 


Agenda 


The Army Science Board Ad Hoc 
Subgroup on Combat Medical Support 
will meet for classified briefings and 
discussions on the following: Medical 
Support Systems in the Combat Zone; 
Impact of Conventional/Chemical 
Warfare on Medical Support; Medical 
Force Structure; Aidman Training; 
Lessons Learned in Recent Conflicts; 
Self-Aid/Buddy Aid; and Auxiliary 
Aidman. An executive session will wind 
up the meeting. This meeting will be 
closed to the public in accordance with 
Section 552b{c) of Title’5, U.S.C. 
specifically subparagraph (1) thereof, 
and Title 5, U.S.C. App. 1, subsection 
10{d). The classified and nonclassified 
matters to be discussed are so 
inextricably intertwined so as to 
preclude opening any portion of the 
meeting. The Army Science Board 
Administrative Officer, Sally A. Warner, 
may be contracted for further 
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information at (202) 695-3039 or 697— 


[FR Doc. 83-28732 Filed 10-20-83: 845 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710-08-m 


Army Science Board; Closed Meeting 


In accordance with Section 10{a)(2) of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(Pub. L. 92-463), announcement is made 
of the following Committee Meeting: 

Name of the Committee: Army Science 
Board (ASB). 

Date of Meeting: Tuesday, 8 November 
1983. 

Times: 08630-1700 hours (Closed). - 

Place: Hughes Aircraft Company, Fullerton, 
Californi 


Agenda 

The Army Science Board Ad Hoc 
Subgroup on Acquiring Army Software 
will meet for finalization of the written 
report. Much proprietary information 
was briefed to the subgroup for 
deliberation and therefore, this meeting 
will be closed to the public in 
accordance with Section 552b({c) of Title 
5, U.S.C., specifically subparagraphs (1 
and 4) thereof, and Title 5, U.S.C. App. 1, 
subsection 10(d). The proprietary and 
nonproprietary matters to be discussed 
are so inextricably intertwined so as to 
preclude opening any portion of the 
meeting. The Army Science Board 
Administrative Officer, Sally A. Warner, 
may be contacted for further 
information at (202) 695-3039 or 697- 
9703. 
Sally A. Warner, 
Administrative Officer. 
[FR Doc. 83-28733 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 


Pursuant to the regulations 
implementing the procedural provisions 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (§ 1508.13 of Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations), the Department of 
the Navy gives notice that an 
environmental impact statement is not 
being prepared for the construction of 
the Michigan Transmitter Facility, ELF 
Communications System, Marquette and 
Dickinson Counties, Michigan. 

Land acquisition for the proposed 
facility will be limited to approximately 


7 acres of state-owned forest land. All 
remaining land requirements for the 
antenna right-of-way, with an 
approximate effective length of 56 miles, 
grounding areas and access roads will 
be obtained by grant-of-easements with 
respective property owners. 

Major aspects of the proposed action 
include construction of a transmitter 
building and ancillary support buildings, 
an access road, vehicle parking areas, 
fuel storage tanks, fencing around this 
approximately six-acre complex plus the 
construction of an overhead single-line 
antenna system (56 mi), associated 
grounding system and the provisioning 
of various utilities associated with the 
transmitter site facilities. The 
transmitter facility site is located 
approximately equal distance from the 
towns of Republic and Witch Lake in 
southern Marquette County with a 
portion of the north-south antenna line 
extending into northern Dickinson 
County. 

The environmental assessment of the 
proposed construction deals primarily 
with the installation of the antenna lines 
themselves, as the principal effect on the 
environment, and not with operation of 
the communications system as that 
subject has been thoroughly addressed 
in previous environmental 
documentation. The Navy has, 
continuously since the publication in 
1977 of its Environmental Impact 
Statement, reviewed new scientific 
information on extremely low frequency 
propagation with the conclusion that 
there is no credible evidence of adverse 
effect to human health or the 
environment. In addition the Navy has 
established new initiatives in Michigan 
for ecological monitoring in order to 
confirm the absence of adverse effects 
by the communications system. 

The loss of approximately 675 acres of 
native vegetation to create the antenna 
corridors is the greatest effect 
associated with the proposed 
construction. The project area is 
generally covered by stands of second- 
growth hardwoods. The area once 
supported abundant stands of white 
pine, which were devastated by heavy 
commercial logging in the mid-to-late 
1800s. Some pine stands, which remain 
today, are still being logged. The loss of 
what is estimated to be less than 1% of 
vegetation within the project area is not 
considered a significant alteration of the 
local environment, and should not place 
a significant burden on the forest 
ecosystem or affect productivity. 

In the grounds area (to be constructed 
at the end of each antenna cable}, 
clearing of trees and other vegetation 
will be limited. The grounds cable will 


be plowed into the ground to a minimum 
depth of 6 feet. 

Extensive pre-planning efforts have 
sited the antenna systems away from 
sensitive wildlife areas as well as 
recreation areas. Wetlands were also 
avoided where possible. Some of these 
areas included heron rookeries, forest 
management areas, quiet areas, field 
trial areas, osprey and eagle (protected 
species) nesting areas and deer yards. 
Additionally, development of new 
wildlife/recreation areas should not be 
hindered by the proposed ELF 
construction. 

Upon completion of the antenna and 
grounds systems, the corridors will be 
revegetated with appropriate grasses 
and low-growing shrubs. A corridoft 
maintenance plan will be developed for 
the Navy in consultation with Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources. 
Construction roads will be restored and 
the areas returned to original conditions. 

The Navy has conducted a 
Threatened and Endangered Plant 
Species Survey along the proposed 
antenna and grounds corridors. Should 
any significant species be identified, 
appropriate mitigative measures 
(relocation, avoidance, etc.) will be 
taken. The survey is not yet complete as 
a plant species survey must be 
conducted over two seasons (Spring and 
Fall) and only the Fall survey has been 
completed. 

Finally, the completed grounding 
system will include approximately 
twelve (12) vertical wells to the bedrock. 
The primary effects will be temporary 
disturbance of the soil environment and 
related erosion although control 
measures will minimize the effects. 
There are no impacts associated with 
other wildlife or impacts associated 
with archaeological or cultural 
resources. 

The completed system should not 
significantly detract from the natural 
scenic quality of the area. The antenna 
system will appear as an ordinary utility 
power line. Right-of-ways (ROW) and 
grounding areas will appear as common 
fire breaks through the forested area. 
Boih access roads and ROW's have 
been designed with bends to avoid 
extended non-vegetated lines-of-site. 
Vegetation will be maintained at road 
and stream crossings to allow for 
natural views/appearances at these 
crossing points. ROW's will not be 
fenced through public lands and hiker 
and hunter access will be permitted. 
Likewise, fenced ROW's through private 
lands will be the option of the 
landowner. Electromagnetic interference 
mitigation, if needed, will be provided 
by the Navy. The transmitter site itself 
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will be fenced and access will be 
restricted. 

The Environmental Assessment of this 
action, completed in close cooperation 
with the Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources, indicates that 
construction and operation will not 
cause significant impacts on the 
environment. Alternatives included: no 
action, or the choice of alternate means 
to fulfill the Navy mission. It is the 
Navy's belief that the system selected 
for radio communications significantly 
enhances the credibility of Fleet Ballistic 
missile submarines as an effective 
deterrent and as such has no equivalent 
alternative. The Environmental 
Assessment prepared by the Navy 
addressing this action is on file and may 
be reviewed by interested parties at 
both the point of origin, Commander, 
Naval Electronic Systems Command, 
Washington, D.C. 20363 [Attn.: Capt. R. 
L. Koontz, PME 110E, telephone (202) 
692-8871)}, or at the Environmental 
Protection, Safety and Occupational 
Health Division (NOP-45), Office of the 
Chief of Naval Operations, Room BD766, 
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20350, 
telephone (202) 697-3639. Additionally, a 
limited number of copies of the 
Environmental Assessment are 
available to fill single-copy requests. 


Dated: Ocotober 16, 1983. 
F. N. Ottie, 
Lieutenant Commander, JAGC, U.S. Navy, 
Alternate Federal Register Liaison Officer 
[FR Doc. 83-28670 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am| 


Public information Collection 
Requirement Submitted to OMB for 
Review 


The Department of the Navy has 
submitted to OMB for review the 
following proposal for the collection of 
information under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35). Each entry contains the 
following information: (1) Type of 
submission; (2) Title of Information 
Collection and Ferm Number if 
applicable; (3) Abstract statement of the 
need for and the uses to be made of the 
information collected; (4) Type of 
Respondent; (5) An estimate of the 
number of responses; (6) An estimate of 
the total numbers of hours needed to 
provide the information; (7) To whom 
comments regarding the information 
collection are to be forwarded; (8) The 
point of contact from whom a copy of 
the information proposal may be 
obtained. 


EXTENSION 
Unit Price Analysis and Unit Price 
Analysis Summary 

The Commander, Naval Sea Systems 
Command as the ceordinator of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair is 
responsible for the design, development. 
acquisition, modernization, and 
conversion of Navy Ships. As such, the 
Commander, has a direct interest in the 
total naval Shipbuilding Budget. The 
Unit Price Analysis and Unit Price 
Analysis Summary are required from all 
Shipbuilders bidding on New 
Construction, conversions and small 
craft. The information from these forms 
is used by NAVSEA to validate the 
bidders price. The unit price analysis 
sheets are used after contract award to 
help in preparing budget estimates for 
awards of like or similar ships. 

Respondents are private shipyards 
and other contractors bidding on naval 
construction and conversion. The Naval 
shipbuilding budget includes 
approximately 15 ships per year and an 
equa! amount of small craft and 
approximately six bidders bid on each 
procurement for a total of 180 responses. 
Estimated hours needed to provide the 
information on NAVSEA 4280/2 is 606 
and on NAVSEA 4280/2A is 800. 

Forward comments to Edward 
Springer, OMB Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington, D.C. 20503, and 
John V. Wenderoth, DOD Clearance 
Officer, WHS/DIOR, Room 1C535, 
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20301, 
telephone (202) 694-0187. 

A copy of the information collection 
proposal may be obtained from 
Commander, Naval Sea Systems 
Command {SEA 017), Department of the 
Navy, Washington, D.C. 20362, 
telephone {202} 692-0720. 

Dated: October 18, 1983. 

M. S. Healy, 

OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
Department of Defense. 

{FR Doc. 83-28724 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


[ER-FRL-2455-8] 


Availability of Environmental impact 
Statements Filed October 10 Through 
October 14, 1983 Pursuant to 46 CFR 
Part 1506.9 


RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
382-5075 or (202) 382-5076. 
EIS No. 830554, Final, HUD, OH, Beckett 
Ridge Residential Development, 


Mortgage insurance, Butler, Co., Due: 
Nov. 21, 1983. 

EIS No. 830555, Final, FHW, CA, -80 
improvement, Auburn Ravine 
Undercrossing to E. Auburn Overhead. 
Due: Nov. 21, 1983. 

EIS No. 830556, Final, FHW, OR, Umatilla- 
Stanfield Highway/US 395 Improvement. 
Umatilla County, Due: Nov. 21, 1983. 

EIS No. 830557, Final, COE, VA, 
Willoughby Spit/Vicinity Hurricane 
Protection & Beach Erosion Control, Due: 
Nov. 21,1983. 

EIS No. 830558, Draft, FHW, WA, Mildred 
Street Improvement, 6th Ave. to North 
17th St., Pierce County, Due: Dec. 5, 1983 

EIS No. 830559, Final, FHW, NY. 1-508 (I- 
88/1-61 Connector} Completion. Broome 
County, Due: Nov. 21, 1983. 

EIS No. 830560, Final, BLM, SEV, UT CO 
Uinta-SW Utah Coal Region 
Development, Round Two Leasing, Due: 
Nov. 21, 1983. 

EIS No. 630561, Draft, FHW, NC, Benjamin 
Parkway Ext., Benjamin Pkwy to Airport 
Pkwy, Guilford County. Due: Dec. 5, 1983. 

EIS No. 830562, Draft, COE, GU, Merizo 
Small Boat Harbor Construction, Merizo, 
Territory of Guam, Due: Dec. 5, 1983. 

Amended Notices: 

EIS No. 620389, Draft, FHW, GA, Lakewood 
Freeway/1I-420 Ext., I-75/1-85 to I-20, 
Fulton & DeKalb Cos., published Federal 
Register June 18, 1982—Officially 
withdrawn. 

EIS No. 830458, Draft, UAF, SEV, UT NV 
Gandy Range Supersonic Flight Training 
Area, Hill AFB, Published Federal 
Register Aug. 26, 1963—Review 
extended, Due: Oct. 14, 1983. 

Dated: October 18, 1983. 

Allan Hirsch, 

Director, Office of Federal Actwities 
[FR Doc. 63-28760 Filed 10-20-83: 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


[OPTS-51489; TSH-FRL 2455-5] 


Certain Chemicals; Premanufacture 
Notices 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency {EPA). 


- ACTION: Notice. 


sumMaARY: Section 5({a)(1)} of the Toxic 
Substances Centrol Act (TSCA) requires 
any person who intends to manufacture 
or import a new chemical substance to 
submit a premanufacture notice (PMN) 
to EPA at least 90 days before 
manufacture or import commences. 
Statutory requirements for section 
5(a)(1) premanufacture notices are 
discussed in EPA statements of interim 
policy published in the Federal Register 
of May 15, 1979 (44 FR 28558) and 
November 7, 1980 (45 FR 74378). This 
notice announces receipt of twenty-eight 
PMNs and provides a summary of each. 


DATES: Close of Review Period: 





PMN 84-14 and 84-15, January 4, 1984. 

PMN 84-16, 84-17, 84-18, 84-19, 84-20, 
84-21, 84-22, 84-23 and 84-24, January 
8, 1984. 

PMN 84-25, 84-26, 84-27, 84-28, 84-29, 
84-30, 84-31, 84-32, 84-33, 84-34, 84-35 
and 84-41, January 9, 1984. 

PMN 84-36, 84-37, 84-38, 84-39 and 84- 

- 40, January 10, 1984. 
Written comments by: 


PMN 84-14 and 84-15, December 5, 1983. 

PMN 84-16, 84-17, 84-18, 84-19, 84-20, 
64-21, 84-22, 84-23 and 84-24, 
December 9, 1983. 

PMN 84-25, 84-26, 84-27, 84-28, 84-29, 
35, and 8441, December 10, 1983. 

PMN 84-36, 84-37, 84-38, 84-39 and 84— 
40, December 11, 1983. 


ADDRESS: Written comments, identified 
by the document contro! number 
“{OPTS—51489]” and the specific PMN 
number should be sent to: Document 
Control Officer (TS—793), Office of Toxic 
Substances, Office of Pesticides and 
Toxic Substances, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. E-409, 401 M St., 
SW., Washington, DC 20460 (202-382- 
3532). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Margaret Stasikowski, Acting Chief, 
Notice Review Branch, Chemical 
Control Division (TS—794), Office of 
Toxic Substances, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. E-216, 401 M St., 
SW., Washington, DC 20460 (202-382- 
3729). 


'ARY INFORMATION: The 
following notice contains information 
extracted from the non-confidential 
version of the submission provided by 
the manufacturer on the PMNs received 
by EPA. The complete non-confidential 
document is available in the Public 
Reading Room E-107 at the above 
address. 


PMN 84-14 


Manufacturer. Spencer Kellogg 
Division of Textron Inc. 

Chemical. (G) Polyurethane 
prepolymer resin. 

Use/Production. (G) A coating to be 
used in an open, non-dispersive manner. 
Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. 


PMN 84-15 


Importer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Substituted 
heterocyclic metal complex. ; 

Use/Import. (S) Industrial and 
consumer dye for leather shoes. Import 
range: Confidential. 


Toxicity Data. Acute oral: > 5,000 mg/ 
kg; Irritation: Skin—Non-irritant, Eye— 
Non-irritant; TOC: 50-100%; LCso 48 hrs 
(Rainbow trout): 10-100 mg/1; ICso 
bacteria: >100 mg/1. 

Exposure. No data submitted. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. Disposal by on site 
biological treatment sytstem. 


PMN 84-16 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Epoxy urethane 

Use/Production. (G) Adhesive. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Confidential. 


PMN 84-17 


Importer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Substituted 
heterocyclic metal complex. 

Use/Import. (S) Industrial and 
consumer dye for leather shoes. Import 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: >5,000 mg/ 
kg; Irritation: Skin—Non-irritant, Eye— 
Non-irritant; TOC: 50-100%; LCso 48 hrs 
(Rainbow trout): 10-100 mg/I; ICso 
bacteria: >100 mg/1. 

Exposure. No data submitted. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. Disposal by on site 
biological treatment system. 


PMN 84-18 


Manufacturer. ARCO Chemical 
Company. 

Chemical. (S) 1(1,1 dimethylethoxy)- 
propan-2-o1. 

Use/Production. (S)} Commercial and 
consumer solvent for cleaners and 
coatings. Prod. range: 2,000,000- 
10,000,000 kg/ yr. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 3.7 gm/kg; 
Acute dermal: 2.0 gm/kg; Irritation: 
Skin—Slight, Eye—Severe; Inhalation 
LCso 4 hr: 485 parts per million (ppm). 

Exposure. Manufacture: Dermal, a 
total of 7 workers, up to 4 hrs/da, up to 
100 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Disposal by publicily owned treatment 
works (POTW). 


PMN 84-19 


Manufacturer. International Energy 
and Resource Corporation. 

Chemical. (G) Tolylene diisocyanate 
polymer with acrylated glycols. 

Use/Production: Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 4 gm/kg; 
irritation: Skin—Non-irritant, Eye—Non- 
irritant. 

Exposure. Manfacture and disposal: 
dermal, a total of 7 workers, up to 4 hrs/ 
da, up to 50 da/yr. 
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Environmenta! Release/Disposal. 10- 
100 kg/yr released to land. Disposal by 
incineration and landfill 


PMN 84-20 


Manufacturer. International Energy 
and Resource Corporation. 

Chemical. (G) Methylene bis (4- 
isocyanatocyclohexane) po!ymer with 
acrylated glycols. 

Use/Production. (S) Industrial coating. 
Prod. range: 0-40,000 kg/yr. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 5 gm/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Non-irritant, Eye—Non- 
irritant. 

Exposure. Manufacture, processing 
and disposal: dermal, a total of 6 
workers, up to 4 hrs/da, up to 50 da/yr. 

Environmental Release Disposal. 10- 
100 kg/yr released to land. Disposal by 


“incineration and landfill. 


PMN 84-21 


Manufacturer. Fairad Technology, Inc. 

Chemical. (G) Polybutanediol 
acrylate. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. irritation: Skin—Mild, 
Eye—Minimal. 

Exposure. Manufacture, processing, 
and disposal: dermal, a total of 6 
workers, up to 2 hrs/da, up to 150 da/yr. 

Environmental Release Disposal. 10- 
100 kg/yr released to land. Disposal by 
incineration and landfill. 


PMN 84-22 


Manufacturer. Fairad Technology, Inc. 

Chemical. (G) Isophorone : 
diisocyanate polymer with acrylated 
diols. 

Use/Production. (S) Component of 
industrial coating for fiber optics. Prod. 
range: 0-400,000 kg/yr. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 4.5 gm/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Not a primary irritant, 
Eye—Not a primary irritant. 

Exposure. Manufacture, processing, 
and disposal: dermal, a total of 8 
workers, up to 2 hrs/da, up to 150 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 10- 
100 kg/yr released to land. Disposal by 
incineration and landfill. : 


PMN 84-23 


Manufacturer. Fairad Technology, Inc. 

Chemical. (G) 1,4-cyclohexylene — 
diisocyanate polymer with acrylated 
diols. 

Use/Production. (S) Component of 
industrial coating. Prod. range 0-200,000 
kg/yr. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 4.0 gm/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Not a primary irritant, 
Eye—Not a primary irritant. 
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Exposure. Manufacture, processing 
and use: dermal, a total of 8 workers, up 
to 2 hrs/da, up to 50 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 10- 
100 kg/yr released to land. Disposal by 
incineration and landfill. 


PMN 84-24 


Manufacturer. Fairad Technology, Inc. 


Chemical. (G) Methylene-bis 
(cyclohexyl isocyanate) polymer with 
acrylated diols. 

Usé/Production. (S) Component of 
industrial and fiber optic coating. Prod. 
range: 0-500,000 kg/yr. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 5.0 gm/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Not a primary irritant, 
Eye—Not a primary irritant. 

Exposure. Manufacture, processing 
and disposal: dermal, a total of 8 
workers, up to 2 hrs/da, up to 175 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 10- 
100 kg/yr released to land. Disposal by 
incineration and landfill. 


PMN 84-25 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Titanium alcohol 
complex. 

Use/Production. (G) Destructive use. 
Prod. ~ange: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: >5,000 mg/ 
kg; Acute dermal: > 2,000 mg/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Slight, Eye—Severe; 
Ames Test: Negative. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Confidential. 


PMN 84-26 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Alkoxy functional 
polydimethylsiloxane. 

Use/Production. (G) Open non- 
dispersive use. Prod. range: 
Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: >5,000 mg/ 
kg; Acute dermal: > 2,000 mg/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Non irritant, Eye—Non 
irritant; Ames Test: Negative. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Confidential. 


PMN 84-27 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Polyol carboxylate 
ester. 

Use/Production. (G) Destructive use. 
Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute orai: 3.1 g/kg; 
Acute dermal: >5.0 g/kg; irritation: 
Skin—Slight, eye—Substantial; Ames 
Test: Not mutagenic; Skin sensitization: 
Positive. 

Exposure. Manufacture, processing, 
use and disposal: dermal and ocular, a 
total of 33 workers, up to 6 hrs/da, up to 
150 da/yr. 


Environmental Release/Disposal. 10- 
1,000 kg/yr released to water with less 
than 10 to 1,000 kg/yr to land. Disposal 
by POTW, incineration and approved 
landfill. 


PMN 84-28 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Flexibilized 
dicyclopentadiene modified unsaturated 
polyester resin. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data on the PM 
substance submitted. : 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Minimal release. Disposal by 
incineration and landfill. 


PMN 84-29 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 
Chemical. (G) Ethylene terpolymer. 
Use/Production. (S) Film, blow 


molding, extrusions, rotational moldings, 


injection moldings, and sheeting. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No date submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture and use: 
dermal, a total of 1,100 workers, up to 8 
hrs/da, up to 250 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Minimal release. Disposal by 
incineration, landfill or recycling. 


PMN 84-30 


Manufacurer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Modified polyethylene 
ionomer. 

Use/Production. (S) Injection, 
rotational, blow molding, film and sheet 
extrusion. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, a 
total of 500 workers, up to 8 hrs/da, up 
to 250 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. Disposal by incineration, 
landfill or recycling. 


PMN 84-31 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Modified polyethylene 
ionomer. 

Use/Production. (S) Injection, 
rotational, blow molding, film and sheet 
extrusion. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, a 
total of 500 workers, up to 8 hrs/da, up 
to 250 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
realease. Disposal by incineration, 
landfill or recycling. 


PMN 84-32 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 
Chemical. (G) Aminomethylene 
phosphonic acid. 


Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 2,000-4,000 
mg/kg; Acute dermal: > 2,000 mg/kg: 
Irritation: Skin—Slight, Eye—Severe. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. Disposal by waste water 
treatment facility. 


PMN 84-33 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Phosphorus containing 
aminosilane. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: > 4,000 mg/ 
kg; Acute dermal: > 2,000 mg/kg: 
Irritation: Skin—Non-irritant, Eye— 
Moderate; Inhalation LCse: > 26.7 mg/1; 
LCso (Daphnia magna): 2,000 mg/L; LCs. 
(Fathead minnow): 3,500 mg/L; BOD 
Day 5: 14-16% Th OD. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. Disposal by waste water 
treatment facility. 


PMN 64-34 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Aliphatic 
polycarbonate diol. 

Use/Production. (S) Industrial and 
commercial intermediate for 
synthesizing polyurethane and polyester 
polymers. Prod. range: 8,000-30,000 kg/ 


yr 


Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 
Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, a 
total of 3 workers, up to 2 hrs/da, up to 4 
da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. 


PMN 84-35 


Importer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) (Substitutedphenyl) 
(heterocyclesubstituted alkyi) ketone. 

Use/Import. (G) Non-dispersive use. 
Import range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 1,800 mg/ 
kg; Acute dermal: >12,000 mg/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Minimal, Eye Minimal; 
Ames Test: Postitve with activation, 
negative without activation; Skin 
sensitization: Not a sensitizer; COD: 
1,946 mg O./g; Biodegradability: Not 
readily biodegradable; LCs. 96 hr (Zebra 
fish): 9.8 ppm; EC;.24 hr (Daphnia 
magna): 18.0 ppm; Nucleus anomaly tes? 
negative; Sister chromatid exchange: 
Negative; L5178Y/TK*: Negative. 

Exposure. Import: dermal and 
inhalation, up to 2-4 hrs/da, up to 200 
da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. Up 
to 100 kg/yr released to air. Disposal by 
incineration and landfill. 





Importer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Substitute heterocyclic 
metal complex. 

Use/Import. (S) Industrial and 

dye for leather shoes. Import 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: > 5, 000 
mg/kg; Irritation: Skin—Non-irritant, 
Eye—Nonirritant; TOC: 50-100%; LCs. 48 
hr (Rainbow trouts): 10-100 mg/L; ICs. 
bacteria: >100 mg/1. 

Exposure. No data submitted. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. Disposal by on-site 
biological treatment system. 


PMN 84-37 
Manufacturer.Texaco Chemical 


Company. 

Chemical. (S) Poly[oxy{methy]l-1m2- 
ethanediyl)}, alpha-hydroomega-(2- 
amino-2-methyl)ethoxy-, ether with 
1,2,3-propanetriol (3:1). 

Use/Production. (S) Industrial and 
commercial urethanes and epoxy. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 2,690 mg/ 
kg; Acute dermal: > 12.5 gm/kg;: 
Irritation: Skin—Slight, Eye—Non- 
irritant. 

Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, a 
total of 6 workers, up to 4 hrs/da, up to 
75 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. 


PMN 84-38 


Manufacturer. Superior Varnish and 
Drier Company. 

Chemical. (G) Oil modified polyester. 

Use/Production. (S) Industria! printing 
ink vehicle. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, a 
total of 4 workers, up to 1 hr/da, up to 4 
da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. 


PMN 84-39 


Manufacturer. Superior Varnish and 
Drier Company. 

Chemical. (G) Oil free polyester. 

Use/Production. (S) industrial printing 
inx vehicle. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, a 
total of 4 workers, up to 1 hr/da, up to 4 
da/yr 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. 


PMN 84-40 


Monufacturer. Superior Varnish and 
Drier Company. 

Chemical. (G) Oil modified polyester. 

Use/Production. (S) Industrial printing 
ink vehicle. Prod. range: Confidential 


Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, a 
total of 4 workers, up to 1 hr/da, up to 4 
da/yr 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. 


PMN 84-41 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Metal complex with 
amine fatty acid salt. 

Use/Production. (S) Elastomer 
additive, open, non-dispersive use. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral; >4,000 mg/ 
kg: Acute dermal: > 2,000 mg/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Not a primary irritant, 
Eye—Not a primary irritant; LC,. 48 hr 
(Daphnia magna): 267 mg/L; LCs. 96 hr 
(Fathead minnow): 3,200 mg/L. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. Disposal by industrial 
waste treatment facility. 


Dated: October 14, 1983. 
Linda A. Travers, 
Acting Directer, Management Support 
Division. 
[FR Doc. 83-28706 Filed 10-20-83: & 45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


Science Advisory Board 
[OPP-FRL-2456-3] 


Environmental Health Committee; 
Open Meeting 


Under Public Law 92-463, notice is 
hereby given that a one-day meeting of 
the Environmental Health Committee of 
the Science Advisory Board will be held 
on November 10, 1983, in Conference 
Room 3906-3908, Waterside Mall, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M 
Street, Southwest, Washington, D.C. The 
meeting will start at 9:00 a.m. and 
adjourn no later than 4:30 p.m. 

A principal purpose of the meeting 
will be to review and comment on the 
scientific adequacy of two draft health 
assessment documents prepared by the 
Office of Health and Environmental 
Assessment of EPA's Office of Research 
and Development. The titles and 
publication numbers of the two 
documents are: 


OP i + | _EPANo. sa 


Health Assessment Document for poe ak 
Chromium. 


July 1983. 
Health Assessment Document for | EPA-600/8-83-013, 
Manganese. | June 1983 


The draft documents are available in 
single copy quantity from EPA at the 
following address: ORD Publications 
Office, Center for Environmental 
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Research Information, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45268, telephone: (513) 
684-7562. Requestors should be sure to 
cite the EPA number assigned to the 
document. 

The agenda will also include 
discussion of suggested upcoming issues 
for Environmental Health Committee 
review, brief reports, and informational 
items of current interest to the Members. 

The meeting will be open to the 
public. Any menber of the public 
wishing to attend, participate, submit a 
paper, or wishing further information 
should contact the Executive Secretary, 
Environmental Health Committee, 
Science Advisory Board (A-101), U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 by c.o.b. 
November 2, 1983. Please ask for Mrs. 
Patti Howard or Mr. Ernst Linde. The 
telephone number is (202) 382-2552. 


Dated: October 17, 1983. 
Terry F. Yosie, 
Staff Director, Science Advisory Board. 
[FR Doc. 83- 28707 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-01-M 


FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 
[Docket No. 83-48] 


Alaska Maritime Agencies, Inc., et al. v. 
Port of Anacortes, et al.; Filing of 
Complaint and Assignment 


Notice is given that a complaint filed 
by Alaska Maritime Agencies, Inc., and 
23 other steamship agencies against the 
Port of Anacortes and 31 other west 
coast port or terminal facilities was 
served October 11, 1983. Complainants 
allege that respondents have violated 
sections 15, 16 First, and 17 of the 
Shipping Act, 1916, in connection with 
the establishment of tariff rules and 
practices which hold agents liable, as 
principals, for various port and terminal 
charges. 

This proceeding has been assigned to 
Administrative Law Judge Joseph N. 
Ingolia. Hearing in this matter, if any is 
held, shall commence within the time 
limitations prescribed in 46 CFR 502.61. 
The hearing shall include oral testimony 
and cross-examination in the discretion 
of the presiding officer only upon proper 
showing that there are genuine issues of 
material fact that cannot be resolved on 
the basis of sworn statements, 
affidavits, depositions, or other 
documents or that the nature of the 
matter in issue is such that an oral 
hearing and cross-examination are 
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necessary for the development of an 
adequate record. 

Francis C. Hurney, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-28754 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 

BILLING CODE 6730-01-M 


[Docket No. 83-49] 


Galin Ataei v. Barber Blue Sea Line, et 
al.; Filing of Complaint and Assignment 


Notice is given that a complaint filed 
by Galin Ataei against the Barber Blue 
Sea Line joint service and its members 
was served October 11, 1983. 
Complainant alleges that respondents 
have violated sections 14 Fourth, 16 
First, 17, 18(b)(1), and 18{b){3) of the 
Shipping Act, 1916, in connection with 
various charges assessed against a 
particular shipment of complainant. 

This proceeding has been assigned to 
Administrative Law Judge Seymour 
Glanzer. Hearing is this matter, if any is 
held, shall commence within the time 
limitations prescribed in 46 CFR 502.61. 
The hearing shall include oral testimony 
and cross-examination in the discretion 
of the presiding officer only upon proper 
showing that there are genuine issues of 
material fact that cannot be resolved on 
the basis of sworn statements, 
affidavits, depositions, or other 
documents or that the nature of the 
matter in issue is such that oral hearing 
and cross-examination are necessary for 
the development of an adequate record. 


[FR Doc. 83-28753 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6730-01-¥ 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTE2? 
Agency Forms Under Review by OMB 
October 17, 1983. 


Background 


When executive departments and 
independent agencies propose public 
use forms, reporting, or recordkeeping 
requirements, the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) reviews and acts on 
those requirements under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act {44 U.S.C. Chapter 35]. 
Departments and agencies use a number 
of techniques to consult with the public 
on significant reporting requirements 
before seeking OMB approval. OMB in 
carrying out its responsibilities under 
the act also considers comments on the 
forms and recordkeeping requirements 
that will affect the public. Reporting or 
recordkeeping requirements that appear 
to raise no significant issues are 


approved promptly. OMB's usual 
practice is not to take any action on 
proposed reporting requirements until at 
least ten working days after notice in 
the Federal Register, but occasionally 
the public interest requires more rapid 
action. 


List of Forms Under Review 


Immediately following the submission 
of a request by the Federal Reserve for 
QMB approval of a reporting or 
recordkeeping requirement, a 
description of the report is published in 
the Federal Register. This information 
contains the name and telephone 
number of the Federal Reserve Board 
clearance officer (from whom a copy of 
the form and supporting documents is 
available). The entries are grouped by 
type of submission—i.e., new forms, 
revisions, extensions (burden change), 
extensions (no change), and 
reinstatements. 

Copies of the proposed forms and 
supporting documents may be obtained 
from the Federal Reserve Board 
clearance officer whose name, address, 
and telephone number appear below. 
The agency clearance officer will send 
you a copy of the proposed form, the 
request for clearance (SF 83), supporting 
statement, instructions, transmittal 
letters, and other documents that are 
submitted to OMB for review. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Federal Reserve Board Clearance 

Officer—Cynthia Glassman—Division 

of Research and Statistics, Board of 

Governors of the Federal Reserve 

System, Washington, D.C. 20551 (202- 

452-3829) 

OMB Reviewer—jJudy Mcintosh—Offfice 


of Information and Kegulatory Affairs, 


Office of Management and Budget, 
New Executive Office Building, Room 
3208, Washington, D.C. 20503 (202- 
395-6880) 


Request for Deletion of a Report 


1. Report title: Report of Ownership of 
the Reporting Bank and on 
Indebtedness of its Executive Officers 
and Principal Shareholders to the 
Reporting Bank and to its 
Correspondent 

Agency form number: FFIEC 003 

Frequency: Annual 

Reporters: State member banks 

Small businesses are affected. 

General description of report: 
Respondent's obligation to reply is 
mandatory {12 U.S.C. 1972]; a pledge 
of confidentiality is not promised. 
Each state member bank of the 

Federal Reserve System is required to 

file annually a form FFIEC 003 which 


discloses information on ownership of 

the bank and loan involving the bank's 

executive officer and principal 

shareholders. State member banks are 

required to make copies of the report 

available to the public upon request. 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 

System, October 17, 1983. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc. 83-28675 Filed 10-20-83; 845 am 

BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Acquisition of Bank Shares by Bank 
Holding Companies; SouthTrust Corp. 
and TCBankshares, Inc. 


The companies listed in this notice 
have applied for the Board’s approval 
under section 3{a)(3) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1842{a}{3)) to acquire voting shares or 
assets of a bank. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the applications 
are set forth in section 3{c) of the Act {12 
U.S.C. 1842{c)). 

Each application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors, or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated 
for that application. With respect to 
each application, interested persons 
may express their views in writing to the 
address indicated for that application. 
Any comment on an application that 
requests a hearing must include a 
statement of why a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute and summarizing 
the evidence that would be presented at 
a hearing. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
(Robert E. Heck, Vice President), 104 
Marietta Street, NW., Atlanta, Georgia 
30303: 

1. SouthTrust Corporation, 
Birmingham, Alabama; to acquire 75 
percent of the voting shares or assets of 
Citibank Group, Inc., Alexander City, 
Alabama. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than 
November 16, 1983. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
(Delmer P. Weisz, Vice President), 411 
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63166: 

1. TCBankshares, Inc., North Little 
Rock, Arkansas; to acquire at least 97.3 
percent of the voting shares of Citizens 
Bank and Trust Company, Flippin, 
Arkansas. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than 
November 16, 1983. 





Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System. October 17, 1983. 
James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-29678 Filed 10-20-83: 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Bank Holding Companies; Proposed 
De Novo Nonbank Activities; One 
American Corp., et al. 

The organizations identified in this 
notice have applied, pursuant to section 
4{c)}(8) of the Bank Holding Company 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1843{c)(8)) and 
§ 225.4{b)(1) of the Board’s Regulation Y 
(12 CFR 225.4({b)(1)), for permission to 
engage de novo, (or continue to engage 
in an activity earlier commendced de 
novo), directly or indirectly, solely in 
the activities indicated, which have 
been determined by the Board of 
Governors to be closely related to 
banking. 

With respect to these aplications, 
interested persons may express their 
views on the question whether 
consummation of the proposal can 
“reasonably be expected to produce 
benefits to the public, such as greater 
convenience, increased competition, or 
gains in efficiency, that outweigh 
possible adverse effects, such as undue 

_ concentration of resources, decreased or 
unfair competition, conflicts of interests, 
or unsound banking practices.” Any 
comment that requests a hearing must 
include a statement of the reasons a 
written presentation would not suffice in 
lieu of a hearing, identifying specifically 
any questions of fact that are in dispute, 
summarizing the evidence that would be 
presented at a hearing, and indicating 
how the party commenting would be 
aggrieved by approval of that proposal. 

The applications may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated. 
Comments and requests for hearing 
should identify clearly the specific 
application to which they relate, and 
should be submitted-in writing and 
received by the appropriate Federal 
Reserve Bank not later than the date 
indicated. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
(Robert E. Heck, Vice President}, 104 
Marietta Street, NW., Atlanta, Georgia 
30303: 

1. One American Corporation, 
Vacherie, Louisiana (insurance agency 
activities; Louisiana): To engage, 
through its de novo subsidiary, One 
American Agency, Inc., in selling life, 
accident and health, and involuntary 
unemployment insurance directly 
related to its extensions of credit. There 
activities would be conducted from its 


office in Vacherie, Louisiana, serving 
Louisiana. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than 
November 16, 1983. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of 
Minneapolis (Bruce J. Hedblom, Vice 
President), 250 Marquette Avenue, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55480: 

1. Norwest Corporation, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota (financing, insurance and 
travelers checks activities; Utah): To 
continue to engage through its 
subsidiary, Norwest Financial Utah, 
Inc., in the activities of consumer 
finance, sales finance and commercial 
finance, the sale of credit life, credit 
accident and health and property and 
credit-related casualty insurance related 
to extensions of credit by that company 
(such sale of credit-related insurance 
being a permissible activity under 
Subparagraph D of Title VI of the Garn- 
St Germain Depository Institutions Act 
of 1982) and the offering for sale and 
selling of travelers checks. These 
activities would be conducted from a 
relocated office in Salt Lake City, Utah, 
serving Salt Lake City, Utah, and other 
nearby communities. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than November 14, 1983. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas 
City (Thomas M. Hoenig, Vice 
President), 925 Grand Avenue, Kansas 
City, Missouri 64198: 

1. Colorado National Bankshares, 
Inc., Denver, Colorado (credit related 
insurance activities; Colorado): To act 
through its subsidiary, Colorado 
National Insurance Agency, as 
insurance agent or broker for life, 
disability and hazard insurance 
coverages directly related to extensions 
of credit of three newly acquired 
banking subsidiaries, Colorado National 
Bank—Southwest, Littleton, Colorado; 
Colorado National Bank—East Boulder, 
Boulder, Colorado; and Colorado 
Natonal Bank—Fort Collins, Fort 
Collins, Colorado. The respective 
geographic scopes for these activities 
will be the cities of Boulder and Fort 
Collins, Colorado and the southwest 
quadrant of Littleton, Colorado. 
Colorado National Bankshares earlier 
secured approval to engage in insurance 
activities by Board Order of July 1, 1974. 

D. Federal Reserve Bank of San 


- Francisco (Harry W. Green, Vice 


President), 101 Market Street, San 
Francisco, California 94105: 

1. BankAmerica Corporation, San 
Francisco, California {discount 
securities brokerage and incidental 
activities; de novo offices; all fifty (50) 
states and the District of Columbia): To 
engage, through its indirect subsidiary, 
Charles Schwab & Co., Inc., in the 
activities of discount securities solely 
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upon the order and for the account of 
customers, and of extending margin 
credit in conformity with Regulation T. 
The activities will be conducted from 
five de novo offices located in Carmel 
and Laguna Hills, California; Hartford 
and Stamford, Connecticut; and 
Princeton, New Jersey; each of the five 
proposed offices will be serving all fifty 
(50) states and the District of Columbia. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than November 16, 
1983. 

2. Frontier Bancorp, Vista, California 
(lending and servicing activities; 
California): To engage, through its 
wholly-owned subsidiary, Vista Frontier 
Financial Services, Inc. in servicing and 
selling loans in the secondary market 
permitted by the California Personal 
Property Brokers’ Law. These activities 
would be conducted from an office in 
Vista, California, serving the State of 
California. Comment on this application 
must be received not later than 
November 8, 1983. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, October 17, 1983. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 
{PR Doc. 83-28679 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-64 


Formation of Bank Holding 


The companies listed in this notice 
have applied for the Board's approval 
under section 3{a}(1) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1842({a)(1)) to become bank holding 
companies by acquiring voting shares or 
assets of a bank. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the applications 
are set forth in section 3{c) of the Act (12 
U.S.C. 1842(c)). 

Each application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors, or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated 
for that application. With respect to 
each application, interested persons 
may express their views in writing to the 
address indicated for that application. 
Any comment on an application that 
requests a hearing must include a 
statement of why a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute and summarizing 
the evidence that would be presented at 
a hearing. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland 
(Lee S. Adams, Vice President), 1455 
East Sixth Street, Cleveland, Ohio 44101: 

1. Peoples Security Bancorp, Inc., 
Louisa, Kentucky; to become a bank 
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holding company by acquiring 100 
percent of the voting shares of The 
Peoples Security Bank of Louisa, Louisa, 
Kentucky. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than 
November 16, 1983. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
(Franklin D. Dreyer, Vice President), 230 
South LaSalle Street, Chicago, Mlinois 
60690: , 

1. Hills Bancorporation, Hills, lowa; to 
become a bank holding company by 
acquiring 100 percent of the voting 
shares (less directors’ qualifying shares) 
of the successor by merger to Hills Bank 
and Trust Company, Hills, lowa. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than November 15, 
1983. 

2. Westmont Corporation, West 
Union, lowa; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring 80 percent of the 
voting shares of Farmers Savings Bank, 
West Union, lowa. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than November 16, 1983. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
{Delmer P. Weisz, Vice President), 411 
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63166: 

1. B. B. Bancshares, inc., Shell Knob, 
Missouri; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring at least 80 
percent of the voting shares of Table 
Rock Bancshares, Inc., Shell Knob, 
Missouri and thereby, indirectly 
acquiring Community Bank of Shell 
Knob, Shell Knob, Missouri. Comments 
on this application must be received not 
later than November 14, 1983. 

2. First Perry Bancorp, Inc. 
Pinckneyville, Illinois; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring 100 
percent of the voting shares of the 
successor by merger to First National 
Bank in Pinckneyville, Pinckneyville, 
Iilinois. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than 
November 16, 1983. 

D. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas 
City (Thomas M. Hoenig, Vice 
President), 925 Grand Avenue, Kansas 
City, Missouri 64198: 

1. Plainville Bancshares, Inc., 
Plainville, Kansas; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring at least 
80 percent of the voting shares of 
Plainville State Bank, Plainville, Kansas. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than November 16, 
1983. 

E. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas 
(Anthony J. Montelaro, Vice President). 
400 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 
75222: 

1. First Community Financial Corp., 
Lufkin, Texas; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring 100 percent of the 
_ voting shares of Community State Bank, 
Lufkin, Texas. Comments on this 


application must be received not later 
than November 16, 1983. 

F. Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System (William W. Wiles, 
Secretary), Washington, D.C. 20551: 

1. ASB Bank Holding Company, 
Pierre, South Dakota; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring 81.4 
percent of the voting shares of American 
State Bank of Pierre, Pierre, South 
Dakota. This Application may be 
inspected at the offices of the Board of 
Governors or the Federal Reserve Bank 
of Minneapolis. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than November 16, 1983. 

2. H. S. Holding Company, Ltd., Tel 
Aviv, Israel; Corporation for 
International Agricultural Production 
Limited, Ramat-Gan, Israel; and S. H. 
Resources and Development 
Corporation, Los Angeles, California; to 
become a bank holding company by 
acquiring at least 80 percent of the 
voting shares of Empire State Bank of 
Layton, Layton, Utah. This application 
may be inspected at the offices of the 
Board of Governors or the Federal 
Reserve Bank of San Francisco. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than November 16, 
1983. 

3. Urban Bancshares, Inc., Kansas 
City, Missouri; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring 81 
percent of the voting shares of Missouri 
Bank and Trust Company of Kansas 
City, Kansas City, Missouri. This 
application may be inspected at the 
offices of the Board of Governors or the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than November 16, 
1983. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, October 17, 1983. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-28677 Filed 10-20-83; &45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-m 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Office of the Secretary 


Agency Forms Submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget for 
Clearance 


Each Friday the Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS) publishes a 
list of information collection packages it 
has submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
clearance in compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35). The following are those 


packages submitted to OMB since the 

last list was published on October 14. 

Public Health Service 

Food and Drug Administration 

Subject: Petitions for Affirmation of 
Generally Recognized as Safe (GRAS) 
Substances (0910-0132})—Extension/ 
No Change 

Respondents: Businesses, small 
businesses, and other for profit 
organizations 

Subject: Food Additive Petitions (0910- 
0016)—Extension/No Change 

Respondents: Businesses, sntall 
businesses, and other for profit 
organizations 

Subject: Hepatitis Requirements to 
Permit Shipment Before Completion of 
Hepatitis B Surface Antigen Testing— 
New 

Respondents: Businesses, small 
businesses, and other for profit 
organizations 

OMB Desk Officer: Richard Eisinger 


Health Resources and Services 
Administration 


Subject: Indian Health Service 
Scholarship Application and Progress 
Reports—New 

Respondents: Individuals or households 

OMB Desk Officer: Fay S. Indicello 


Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Health 


Subject: National Ambulatory Medical 
Care Survey (0937-0017}—New 
Respondents: Businesses, small 
businesses, and other for profit 
organizations 
OMB Desk Officer: Fay S. Iudicello 
Copies of the above information 
collection clearance packages can be 
obtained by calling the HHS Reports 
Clearance Officer on 202-245-6511. 
Written comments and 
recommendations for the proposed 
information collections should be sent 
directly to the appropriate OMB Desk 
Officer designated above at the 
following address: OMB Reports 
Management Branch, New Executive 
Office Building, Room 3208, Washington, 
D.C. 20503, Attn. (name of OMB Desk 
Officer). 


Dated: October 17, 1983. 
Robert F. Sermier, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Management 
Analysis and Systems. 
[FR Doc. 83-28702 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4150-04-M 
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Title 5, U.S.C. 4314{c)(4) of the Civil 
_ Service Reform Act of 1978, Public Law 
95-454, requires that the appointment of 
Performance Review Board members be 
published in the Federal Register. 

The following persons will serve on 
the Performance Review Boards or 
Panels which oversee the evaluation of 
performance appraisals of Senior 
Executive Service members of the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services: 

Federal Performance Review Board 

; Members 

Ruth L. Kirschstein 
Irwin J. Kopin 
Jeffrey P. Koplan 
Richard M. Krause 
Richard P. Kusserow 
Louis C. LaMotte, Jr. 
James D. Lawrence 
Claude J. Lenfant 
Joseph R. Leone 
Rose M. Lepore 
Arthur S. Levine 


Bryan R. Luce 
Michael W. Maher 


Edward E. McManus 
Marjory E. Mecklenburg 
Gerald F. Meyer 
Richard A. Millstein 
Bryan B. Mitchell 
Joseph A. Mottola 
Thomas P. Murphy 
Stuart L. Nightingale 
A. Mark Novitch 
Marie U. Nylen 

Jack Orloff 

John J. O'Shaughnessy 
Arnold W. Pratt 

Alan S. Rabson 
Joseph E. Rall 


Everett R. Rhoades 

Jo Anne B. Ross 

Jesse Roth 

Robert J. Rubin 

Jay T. Sanford 
Thomas Scarlett 

Fred Schutzman 
James L. Scott 
Kenneth W. Sell 
Robert F. Sermier 
Frank H. Seubold 
Clay E. Simpson, Jr. 
Vivian L. Smith 
DeWitt Stetten, Jr. 
Frank J. Sullivan 
Robert L. Trachtenberg 
James A. Walsh 
William C. Watson, Jr. 
Robert C. Wetherell. Jr. 
Storm H. Whaley 
Frances L. White 


Jr. 
Dated: October 17, 1983. 
Thomas S. McFee, 


Assistant Secretary for Personnel 
Administration. 


Summary Statement 


Department of Health and Human Services 

Action: Listing of members of this 
Department's Senior Executive Service 
Performance Review Boards 

Date: Performance Review Boards effective 
October 17, 1983. 

For further information contact: Merle G. 
Forney, 202: 426-2753 


[FR Doc. 83-28701 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4150-04-™ 


Food and Drug Administration 


[Docket No. 83C-0310] 


Paragon Optical, Inc.; Filing of Color 
Additive Petition 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is announcing 
that Paragon Optical, Inc., has filed a 
color additive petition proposing that 
the color additive regulations be 
amended to provide for the safe use of 
D&C Red No. 17 for coloring contact 
lenses. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mary W. Lipien, Bureau of Foods (HFF- 
334), Food and Drug Administration, 200 
C St. SW., Washington, DC 20204, 202- 
472-5740. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act (sec. 706({d), 74 Stat. 402-403 (21 
U.S.C. 376{d))), notice is given that a 
color additive petition (CAP 3C0162) has 
been filed by Paragon Optical, Inc. 2442 
East McKellips Rd., P.O. Box 988, Mesa, 
AZ 85201, proposing that the color 
additive regulations be amended to 
provide for the safe use of D&C Red No. 
17 for coloring contact lenses. 


The agency has carefully considered 
the potential environmental effects of 
this action and has concluded that the 
action will not have a significant impact 
on the human environment and that an 
environmental impact statement is not 
required. The agency's finding of no 
significant impact and the evidence 
supporting that finding may be seen in 
the Dockets Management Branch (HFA- 


305), Food and Drug Administration, Rm. 


4-62, 5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 
20857, between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. 


Dated: October 11, 1983. 
Richard J. Ronk, 
Acting Director, Bureau of Foods. 
[FR Doc. 83-28654 Filed 10-20-83: 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of indian Affairs 


information Collection Submitted to 
OMB for Review 


The proposal for the collection of 
information listed below has been 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget for approval under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35). Copies of the 
proposed information collection 
requirement and related forms and 
explanatory material may be obtained 
by contacting the Bureau's clearance 
officer at the phone number listed 
below. Comments and suggestions on 
the requirement should be made directly 
to the Bureau Clearance Officer and the 
Office of Management and Budget 
Interior Desk Officer, at (202) 395-7340. 
Title: Application for Sioux Benefits 
Bureau Form Number: BIA-4210 
Frequency: nonrecurring 
Description of Respondents: Eligible 

Cheyenne River Sioux Indians of the 

Cheyenne River Reservation, South 

Dakota 
Annual Responses: 260 Annual Burden 

Hours: 130 
Bureau Clearance Office: Diana Loper 

(202) 343-3574 
Kenneth Smith, 

Assistant Secretary, Indian Affairs. 
[FR Doc. 83-28643 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4310-02-M 


Bureau of Land Management 


Realty Action; Competitive Sale of 
Public Lands; Camas County, idaho 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Notice of realty action for I- 
19636, I-20329 and I-20330, competitive 
sales of public lands in Camas County, 
Idaho. 


summary: The following described 
public land has been examined, and 
through land use planning, which 
included public input, it has been 
determined that the sales of these tracts 
are consistent with Section 203(a)(1) of 
the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The 
lands will be offered for sale at public 
auction for no less than the appraised 
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fair market value and any bids for less 
than such value will be rejected as 
required by FLPMA. Both sealed and 
oral bids will be accepted on the 
following described lands: 


1-19636: T 1N, A. 146, BM: 
Sec. 14: 
NE%SE%... 


-20329: T 1N., RA. 146, BM: 
Sec. 14: S4NE%. 
Sec. 15: SEVNE% 


~20330: T. 1N., A. 14E., B.M.: 
Sec. 14: 


The patents, when issued, shall 
contain the following reservations to the 
United States: 

1. A right-of-way thereon for ditches 
and canals constructed by authority of 
the United States. Act of August 30, 
1980, 26 Stat. 391, 43 U.S.C. 945. 

2. All minerals, including oil and gas, 
with the right to explore, prospect for, 
mine and remove under applicable law, 
and such regulations as the Secretary of 
the Interior may prescribe. 

In addition, the patents are subject to 
the following conditions: 

1. All valid existing rights and 
reservations of record. 

2. The successful bidder agrees that 
he takes the real estate subject to the 
existing grazing use of States Investment 
Corporation, holder of grazing 
authorization No. 5625. The rights of 
States Investment Corporation to graze 
domestic livestock on the real estate 
according to the conditions and terms of 
grazing authorization No. 5625 shall 
cease on February 28, 1989. The 
successful bidder is entitled to receive 
annual grazing fees from States 
Investment Corporation in an amount 
not to exceed that which would be 
authorized under the Federal grazing fee 
published annually in the Federal 
Register. 

3. Pursuant to the authority contained 
in Section 3(d) of Executive Order 11988 
of May 24, 1977 and Section 203(a)(1) of 
Pub. L. 94-579, FLPMA, this patent is 
subject to a restriction which constitutes 
a convenant running with the land, that 
any portion of the land lying within the 
100-year floodplain may be used only for 
agricultural purposes or for park and 
nonintensive open space recreation 
purposes, but not for dwellings or 
buildings. 

4. Pursuant to the authority contained 
in Section 4 of Executive Order 11990 of 
May 24, 1977 and Section 203{a)(1) of 


Pub. L. 94-579, FLPMA, this patent is 
subject to a restriction which constitutes 
a convenant running with the land, that 
the portion of the land lying within 

SW %4NW% and SW4SE% of Section 
14, T. 1N., R. 14E., B.M., containing 
wetland-riparian habitat must be 
managed to protect and maintain the 
wetland-riparian habitat on a continuing 
basis. This pertains to only the public 
lands identified under case file numbers 
I-20329 and I-20330. 


DATE: The public auction will be held on 
December 23, 1983 at 10:00 a.m. If the 
lands are not sold by close of business 
on December 23, 1883, the sale will be 
adjourned until Friday, January 13, 1984 
at the same hour and place and 
continued on an interval every four 
weeks until the lands are sold, as 
specified in this notice, or the sale is 
otherwise terminated. 

ADDRESS: The public auction will be 
held at the Shoshone District Office, 400 
West F Street, Shoshone, Idaho 83352. 
Additional information concerning these 
lands, terms and conditions of the sale 
and bidding instructions may be 
obtained from Joe Aitken, Bennett Hills 
Realty Specialist, at the above address 
or by calling (208) 886-2206. 

Supplementary Information: For a 
period of forty-five (45) days from the 
date of this Notice, interested parties 
may submit comments regarding the 
proposed action. Any adverse comments 
will be evaluated by the District 
Manager who may vacate or modify this 
Realty Action and issue a final 
determination. In the absence of any 
action by the District Manager, this 
action will become the final 
determination of the Department of the 
Interior. 

The BLM reserves the right to accept 

or reject any and all offers, or withdraw 
any land or interest in land from sale if, 
in the opinion of the authorized officer, 
consummation of the sale would not be 
fully consistent with Sec. 203(g) of the 
FLPMA or other applicable laws. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles J. Haszier, District Manager, 
Shoshone. 

Dated: October 12, 1983. 

Charles J. Haszier, 

District Manager, Shoshone. 

(FR Doc. 63-28645 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-m 


[U-47388] 


Realty Action; Proposed Public Land 
Sale; Washington County, Utah 


Under Section 203 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 


48871 


U.S.C. 1713) public land within the 
Bloomington 5 Ranches Subdivision 
described as Lot 9 (.89 acres) and Lot 10 
(.66 acres), Section 13, T 43 S, R16 W, 
SLB&M, Utah will be offered for sale at 
2 p.m. on December 22, 1983, at the BLM 
Dixie Resource Area Office, 24 East St. 
George Boulevard, St. George, Utah. 

Each lot will be offered for sale 
individually at public auction through 
competitive bidding. BLM will reject any 
bid for less than fair market value as 
determined by BLM through appraisal. 

Bids may be made by a principal or a 
duly qualified agent pursuant to 43 CFR 
subpart 2711.1. 

Persons desiring more information 
concerning the Land Report/ 
Environmental Assessment or in making 
a bid should contact the Dixie Resource 
Area Office, 24 East Si. George 
Boulevard, St. George, Utah 84770 
(telephone 801-673-4654). 

For a period of 45 days from the date 
of this notice, interested parties may 
submit comments to the Area Manager 
at the above address. Comments will be 
evaluated, and the District Manager may 
vacate or modify this realty action. In 
the absence of any action by the District 
Manager, this realty action will become 
the final determination of the 
Department of the Interior. 


Dated: October 12, +983. 
Morgan S. Jensen, 
District Manager. 
{FR Doc. 83-28649 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 amj 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


{F-80743} 


Leasing of Public Lands at Skiland/ 
Cleary Summit, Alaska; Corrected 
Notice of Realty Action 


Under authority of Section 302{b) of 
the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 
1732), the Bureau of Land Management 
intends to offer certain lands under its 
administration in the Skiland/Cleary 
Summit area for lease for residential 
purposes. The approximately 60-acres 
affected are within Section 31 of T. 3 N., 
R 2E., Fairbanks Meridian. 

The purpose of the 10 proposed 
renewable 10-year leases is to authorize 
a long-standing occupancy. For this 
reason, they are being offered on a non- 
competitive basis to present occupants. 
Fair market rental will be charged. 

Detailed information concerning the 
leases is available for review at the 
Fairbanks District Office. 

Within 30 days of the final publication 
of this Notice, in accordance with 43 
CFR 2920.5-2. the prospective lessees 
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For a period of 30 days following the 
final publication of this Notice, 
interested parties may submit comments 
to the Fairbanks District Office. 


[FR Doc. 83-28716 Filed 10-20-83; &45 am| 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


Nevada; Conveyance 
October 14, 1983. 

Notice is hereby given that, pursuant 
to the Act of October 21, 1976 (90 Stat. 
2750, 2757; 43 U.S.C. 1713, 1719), 


Mount Diablo Meridian, Nevada 
T.7N.,R.34E., 
Sec. 25, SW%4SE%NW%4NE'%. 
Containing 2.5 acres. 


The purpose of this notice is to inform 
the public and interested State and local 
governmental officials of the issuance of 
a conveyance document to Gertrude L. 
Buffington. 

Wm. J. Malencik, 
Deputy State Director, Operations. 
[FR Doc. 83-28714 Filed 10-20-43, 8:45 am| 


Notice is hereby given that, pursuant 
to the Act of October 21, 1976, (90 Stat. 
2750 43 U.S.C. 1713}, Wilfred H. 
Florence, Etta Mae Florence and Diane 
Marie Kountapanya, Las Vegas, have 
purchased, by noncompetitive sale, 
public lands in Clark County described 
as: 


Mount Diablo Meridian, Nevada 
T. 22S., R. 61 E., 
Sec. 30, W*%2NW “NE“NE“NW 4. 


The purpose of this notice is to inform 
the public and interested State and local 
governmental officials of the issuance of 


a conveyance document to the above 
named parties. 

Wm. J. Malencik, 

Deputy State Director, Operations. 

[FR Doc. 83-28717 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-™ 


Fish and Wildlife Service 


Marine Mammai Annuai Report; 
Availability 

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Notice of availability of marine 
mammal annual report. 


sumMARY: The Director, U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service, on June 20, 1983, signed 
the annual report on the Service's 
administration of the marine mammals 
under its jurisdiction, as required by 
section 103(f) of the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act of 1982. The report covers 
the period January 1, 1982, to December 
31, 1972, and was submitted to the 
Congress on September 16, 1983. By this 
notice, the Director informs the public 
that the report is available and that any 
interested individual may secure a 
single copy by requesting same in 
writing from the Service. 

ADDRESS: Write for a copy to Director 
(PUB), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, 
D.C. 20240. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. William C. Reffalt, Chief, Division of 
Wildlife Management, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Mail Code 355, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, 
D.C. 20240, 202/632-2202. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service is responsible 
for eight species of marine mammals 
under the jurisdiction of the Department 
of the Interior, as assigned by the 
Marine Mammal Protetion Act of 1972 
(MMPA). These species are polar bears, 
sea and marine otters, walruses, 
manatees (three species) and dugongs. 
The report reviews the Service's marine 
mammal-related activities during the 
report period. Administrative actions 
discussed include MMPA 
appropriations, marine mammals in 
Alaska, endangered and threatened 
marine mammal species (specifically the 
West Indian manatee and the sea otter 
in California), law enforcement 
activities, scientific research and public 
display permits, certificates of 
registration, research, Outer Continental 
Shelf environmental studies and 
international activities. 

This notice was prepared by Jeffrey L. 
Horwath, Wildlife Biologist, Division of 


Wildlife Management, Branch of 

Wildlife Assistance, 202/632-2202. 
Dated: October 7, 1983. 

Robert A. Jantzen, 

Director, Fish and Wildlife Service. 

{FR Doc. 83-28712 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am| 

BILLING CODE 4310-55-™ 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


Forms Under Review by Office of 
Management and Budget 


The following proposal for collection 
of information under the provisions of 
the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35) is being submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget for 
review and approval. Copies of the 
forms and supporting documents may be 
obtained from the Agency Clearance 
Officer, Lee Campbell (202) 275-7238. 
Comments regarding this information 
collection should be addressed to Lee 
Campbell, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Room 1325, 12th and 
Constitution Ave., NW., Washington, 
DC 20423 and to Gary Waxman, Office 
of Management and Budget, Room 3001 
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503, (202) 395- 
7313. 

Type of Clearance: Extension 
Bureau/ Office: Office of Compliance & 

Consumer Assistance 
Title of Form: Designation of Agents— 

Motor Carrier of brokers 
OMB Form No.: 3120-0008 
Agency Form No.: BOC-3 
Frequency: On occasion 
Respondents: Motor Carrier—Brokers 
No. of Respondents: 6,000 
Total Burden Hrs.: 1,500 
Agatha L. Mergenovich, 

Secretary. 
{FR Doc. 83-28683 Filed 10-20-83: #:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


Intent To Engage in Compensated 
intercorporate Hauling Operations 


This is to provide notice as required 
by 49 U.S.C. 10524(b)(1) that the named 
corporations intend to provide or use 
compensated intercorporate hauling 
operations as authorized in 49 U.S.C. 
10524(b). 

1. Parent corporation and address of 
principal office: 

Allegheny Beverage Corporation, One 
Macke Circle, Cheverly, Maryland 
20781 
2. Wholly-owned subsidiaries which 

will participate in the operations, and 

State(s) of incorporation: 
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Pepsi-Cola Bottling Co.— 

itetion N. Charles Street, 
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 

(ii) Desks & Furnishings, Inc._— 
Maryland, 8610 Cherry Lane, Laurel, 
Maryland 20707 


1. Parent corporation and address of 
principal office: 

Roundy’s, Inc., 11300 West Burleigh 
Street, Wauwatosa, Wisconsin 53222 
2. Wholly-owned subsidiaries which 

will participate in the operations, and 

State(s) of incorporation: 

(i) Jondex Corporation (Wisconsin) 

(ii) Ropak, Inc. (Wisconsin) 

(iii) W-Marketing, Inc. (Wisconsin) 

(iv) Villard Ave. Shop-Rite, Inc. 
(Wisconsin) 

(v) Shop-Rite, Inc. (Wisconsin) 


(vi) Pick ‘N Save Warehouse Foods, Inc. 


(Wisconsin) 

(vii) Kee Wholesale, Inc. (Wisconsin) 

(viii) Cedarburg Dairy, Inc. (Wisconsin) 

(ix) Super Market Investors, Inc. 
(Wisconsin) 

(x) Lila’s Supermarket, Inc. (Wisconsin) 

(xi) United Foods of Hartford, Inc. 
(Wisconsin) 

(xii) United Foods of West Bend, Inc. 
(Wisconsin) 

(xiii) Insurance Planners, Inc. 
(Wisconsin) 

(xiv) B. D. Marketing, Inc. (Wisconsin) 

(xv) Wayco Foods Corporation of 
Illinois, Inc. (Illinois) 

1. Parent corporation and address of 
principal office: 

The Southland Corporation, 2828 North 
Haskell, P.O. Box 719, Dallas, TX 
75221. 

2. Wholly-owned subsidiaries which 
will participate in the operations, and 
state of incorporation: 

(i) CITGO Petroleum Corporation 
(Delaware) 

(ii) Foremost Petroleum Company 
(Texas) 

(iii) 7-Eleven Stores Division of the 
Southland Corporation (Texas) 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 

Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 83-28680 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M™ 

[No. MC-C-10800 (Sub-No. 1)] 
Petition for Declaratory Order— 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 
ACTION: Notice of final decision. 


SUMMARY: The Commission has 


interpreted the statutory exemption at 
49 U.S.C. 10526(a)(11) to embrace bogies, 
chassis, trailers, vehicles or vans, 
whether detached or attached, used 
electric cable reels, and used empty 
beverage bottles. Tariff provisions 
allowing for the free return of pallets as 
incidental to the outbound movement 
are not subject to regulation. Tariff rules 
may provide for inclusion of exempt 
commodities in determining the 
applicable weight on the regulated 
commodity in a mixed shipment. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: This decision is 
effective on October 21, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Nancy Hurley, (202) 275-7893; 

or 
Mary Kelly, (202) 275-7292. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice of 
this declaratory order proceeding was 
published at 46 FR 43114, August 26, 
1981. The Commission has issued a final 
decision in this embraced petition for 
declaratory order. This decision 
interprets the statutory exemption at 49 
U.S.C. 10526(a)}(11) concerning “used 
shipping devices” to include any item 
used in the shipping process. The 
statutory exemption includes not only 
items which are the products or by- 
products of articles whose function it is 
to facilitate the transportation of other 
commodities but those which may have 
multi-purpose uses as well. In specific 
response to the questions raised by 
petitioners, the Commission found that 
bogies, chassis, trailers, vehicles or 
vans, whether detached or attached, 
used electric cable reels, and used 
empty beverage bottles are exempt. 

In addition, the Commission stated 
that tariff provisions allowing for the 
free return of pallets [and other items 
named in section 10526({a)(11)] are not 
subject to Commission regulation. Once 
a determination of exempt status is 
made, it extends to all aspects of the 
commodity’s movement. Finally, the 
Commission decided that tariff rules 
may provide for inclusion of exempt 
commodities in determining the 
applicable weight on the regulated 
commodity in a mixed shipment. 


Additional information is contained in 
the Commission's decision. To purchase 
a copy of the full decision, write to T. S. 
Infosystems, Inc., Room 2227, 
Washington, DC 20424, or call 289-4357 
in the DC Metropolitan area or toll free 
(800) 424-5403. 


Decided: October 7, 1983. 


By the Commission, Chairman Taylor, Vice 
Chairman Sterrett, Commissioners Andre and 


Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 63-28681 Filed 10-20-63: 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-44 


Motor Carriers; Decision-Notice 


The following applications seek 
approval to consolidate, purchase, 


carriers pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 11343 or 
11344. Also, applications directly related 
to these motor finance applications 
(such as conversions, gateway 
eliminations, and securities issuances) 
may be involved. 

The applications are governed by 49 
CFR 1182.1 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice. See Ex Parte 55 (Sub-No. 44), 
Rules Governing Applications Filed by 
Motor Carriers Under 49 U.S.C. 11344 
and 11349, 363 LC.C. 740 (1981). These 
rules provide among other things, that 
opposition to the granting of an 
application must be filed with the 
Commission in the form of verified 
statements within 45 days after the date 
of notice of filing of the application is 
published in the Federal Register. 
Failure seasonably to oppose will be 
construed as a waiver of opposition and 
participation in the proceeding. If the 
protest includes a request for oral 
hearing, the request shall meet the 
requirements of Rule 242 of the special 
rules and shall include the certification 
required. 

Persons wishing to oppose an 
application must follow the rules under 
49 CFR 1182.2 A copy of any application, 
together with applicant’s supporting 
evidence, can be obtained from any 
applicant upon request and payment to 
applicant of $10.00, in accordance with 
49 CFR 1182.2{d). 

Amendments to the request for 
authority will not be accepted after the 
date of this publication. However, the 
Commission may modify the operating 
authority involved in the application to 
conform to the Commission's policy of 
simplifying grants of operating authority. 

We find, with the exception of those 
applications involving impediments (e.g., 
jurisdictional problems, unresolved 
fitness questions, questions involving 
possible unlawful control, or improper 
divisions of operating rights) that each 
applicant has demonstrated, in 
accordance with the applicable 
provisions of 49 U.S.C. 11301, 11302, 
11343, 11344, and 11349, and with the 
Commission's rules and regulations, that 





the proposed transaction should be 
a as stated below. Except 
where specifically noted this decision is 
neither a major Federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the 
environment nor does it appear 
to qualify as a major met action 
under the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act of 1975. 

In the absence of legally sufficient 
protests as to the finance application or 
to any application directly related 
thereto filed within 45 days of 
— (or, if the seiieatien later 

becomes unopposed), appropriate 
authority will be issued to each 
applicant (unless the application 
involves impediments) upon compliance 
with certain requirements which will be 
set forth in a notification of 
effectiveness of this decision-notice. To 
the extent that the authority sought 
below may duplicate an applicant's 
existing authority, the duplication shall 
not be construed as conferring more 
than a single operating right. 

Applicant({s) must comply with all 
conditions set forth in the grant or 
grants of authority within the time 
period specified in the notice of 
effectiveness of this decision-notice, or 
the application of a non-complying 
applicant shall stand denied. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 


MC-F-15466 filed: September 26, 1983. 
CENTRAL TRANSPORT, INC., 34200 
Mound Road, Sterling Heights, MI 
48077—CONTROL—TUCKER FREIGHT 
LINES, INC., 1415 South Olive St., South 
Bend, IN 46619. Representative: Leonard 
R. Kofkin, Suite 1515, 140 South 
Dearborn St., Chicago, IL 60603. 

Central Transport, Inc. (Central), a 
motor carrier, seeks authority for the 
acquisition of control of Tucker Freight 
Lines, Inc. (Tucker), through purchase of 
all the outstanding capital stock (1,000 
shares) of Tucker; and for acquisition by 
CenTra, Inc., a noncarrier but sole 
stockholder of Central, and T. J. Moroun 
and M. J. Moroun, individuals who 
control CenTra, Inc. through majority 
stock ownership and management, of 
control of the operating rights and 
property through the transaction. 

Tucker, a common and contract 
carrier pursuant to certificates and 
permits in No. MC-30504, is authorized, 
generally, to transport: general 
commodities, over regular routes and 
irregular routes, principally in IL, IN, LA, 
KY, MO, MN, OH, TN, WI, MI, and part 
of Pennsylvania; and specific named 
commodities, between named points in 
IN, MO, WI, and IL, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in the United 
States; and, as a contract carrier, 


general commodities, between points in 
the United States, under contract({s) with 
a named shipper. 

Central holds certificates and permits 
in No. MC-19311 and subnumbers 
thereunder, and its wholly-owned 
subsidiary, Bancroft Trucking Company. 
is a Michigan intrastate carrier. 

Notes.—({1) Authority is also sought by 
Central to temporarily control through 
management the operating rights and 
property of Tucker, pending determination of 
the control application. (2) Central Transport, 
Inc. is part of a carrier system, ultimately 
controlled by CenTra, Inc. and T. J. Moroun 
and M. }. Moroun, that includes C. T. 
Transport, Inc. (MC-141609), Port Side 
Transport, Inc. ({MC-161151}, McKinlay 
Transport Ltd. (MC-123282), Superior 
Forwarding Company. Inc. {MC-75406), and 
U.S. Truck Company, Inc. (MC-59336). 

[FR Doc. 63-28682 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


Proposed Partial Consent Decree; 
Cleanup of Ninth Avenue Dump Site, 
Gary, indiana 


In accordance with the policy of the 
Department of Justice, 28 CFR 50.7, 38 
FR 19029, notice is hereby given that on 
September 29, 1983, the proposed partial 
consent decree in United States of 
America v. Steve Martell et al., Civil No. 
H-80-483, was lodged with the United 
States District Court for the Northern 
District of Indiana. 

The proposed consent decree requires 
Steve Martell to undertake a full 
contamination investigation and cleanup 
of the Ninth Avenue Dump site at Gary, 
Indiana, and commits the defendant to 
full reimbursement of approximately 
$15,000 in EPA response and 
government enforcement costs. 

The proposed consent decree may be 
examined at the Office of the United 
States Attorney, 312 Federal Building, 
507 State Street, Hammond, Indiana 
46320; at the Region V Office of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 230 
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60604; and at the office of the 
Environmental Enforcement Section, 
U.S. Department of Justice, Room 1521, 
Tenth and Pennsyivania Avenue, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20530. A copy of the 
proposed consent decree may be 
obtained in person or by mail from the 
Environmental Enforcement Section, 
Land and Natural Resources Division of 
the Department of Justice. In requesting 
a copy, please enclose a check in the 
amount of $1.80 (10 cents per page 
reproduction charge) payable to the 
Treasurer of the United States. 
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The Department of Justice will receive 
written comments relating to the 
proposed consent decree for a period of 
thirty days frorh the date of this notice. 
Comments should be directed to the 
Acting Assistant Attorney General for 
the Land and Natural Resources 
Division of the Department of Justice, 
N.W., Washington, DC., 20530, and 
should refer to United States of America 
v. Steve Martell et al., D.J. Ref. 90-7-1- 
162. 

F. Henry Habicht, fl, 

Acting Assistant Attorney General, Land and 
Natural Resources Division. 

{FR Doc. 83-28650 Filing 10-20-43: 6:45 am| 

BILLING CODE 4410-01-14 


Bureau of Prisons 


intent To Prepare an Environmental 
impact Statement (EIS) for the 
Proposed Activation of the Former 
State Hospital at Rochester, 
Minnesota, for Use as a Federal 
Medica! Center 


AGENCY: Bureau of Prisons, Justice. 


ACTION: Notice of Intent to Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement. 


SUMMARY: 

1. Proposed Action: The Bureau of 
Prisons proposes to acquire and activate 
the former State Hospital in Rochester, 
Minnesota for use as a Federal Medical 
Center for the housing of persons in 
federal custody. The proposed site 
consists of 6 structures containing 
approximately 440,000 square feet. 

The Bureau of Prisons has been, and 
continues to be, actively investigating 
ways to increase the housing capacity 
for medical and mental health patients 
incarcerated in Federal facilities. Also, 
the Bureau of Prisons is committed to 
using existing facilities whenever 
possible to avoid costly new 
construction. 

The proposed Federal Medical Center 
would be used to house 488 inmates, 
and approximately 275 full-time staff 
who would provide 24-hour supervision. 

2. Alternatives: Alternative courses of 
action considered would include but not 
be limited to (1) contracting for services 
with other State, local, or commercial 
agencies, (2) activating other surplus 
facilities for a Federal Medical Center, 
(3) constructing a new facility for use as 
a Medical Center, and (4) taking no 
action. 

3. Scoping Process: On the week of 
August 22, 1983, the Bureau of Prisons 
sponsored a tour of two Federal 
facilities with operations similar to the 
Rochester proposal. Twenty-one private 
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citizens and local elected officials from 
Rochester participated in the tour, which 
was funded by the Bureau of Prisons. 

On August 30, 1983, the Bureau of 
Prisons participated in a public meeting 
in Rochester and obtained comments 
from local citizens. 

4. Availability: The Draft EIS is 
currently scheduled to be available in 
November 1983. This schedule is subject 
to change without notice. 

5. Responsible Official: Loy S. Hayes, 
Chief, Facilities Development and 
Operations, Bureau of Prisons, 320 First 
St., NW., Washington, D.C. 20534. 

Dated: October 18, 1983. 

Loy Hayes, 

Chief, Facilities Development and 
Operations. 

{FR Doc. &3-28772 Filed 10-20-43: &45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-05-M 


Drug Enforcement Administration 


Quotas for Controlled Substances in 
Schedules | and I! 


AGENCY: Drug Enforcement 
Administration, Justice. 


'_ ACTION: Notice of established 1983 


aggregate production quotas. 


SUMMARY: This notice establishes 1983 
aggregate production quotas for 
controlled substances in Schedules I and 
Il, as required under the Controlled 
Substances Act of 1970. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: This order is effective 
October 21, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Howard McClain, Jr., Chief, Drug 
Control Section, Drug Enforcement 
Administration, Washington, D.C. 20537, 
Telephone: (202) 633-1366. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
306 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 826) requires the Attorney 
General to establish aggregate 
production quotas for all controlled 
substances in Schedules I and Ii each 
year. This responsibility has been 
delegated to the Acting Administrator of 
the Dres Enforcement Administration in 
accordance with Section 0.100 of Title 28 
of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

On July 26, 1983, a notice of the 
preposed revised 1983 aggregate 
production quotas for certain controlled 
substances in Schedules | and II was 
published in the Federal Register (48 FR 
32942). All interested parties were 
invited to comment on or object to these 
proposed aggregate production quotas 
on or before August 25, 1983. 

One comment was received from Eli 
Lilly and Company of Indianapolis, 
Indiana. Regarding 
dextropropoxyphene, Eli Lilly 


commented that the proposed revised 
quota for this substance was 
insufficient. After a review of all 
currently available information, DEA is 
changing the 1983 aggregate production 
quota for dextropropoxyphene to 69,102 
kilograms. 

DEA has received information 
concerning the increased need for 
thebaine (for conversion) for the 
production of certain noncontrolled 
substances derived from this substance. 
Based on this information, DEA is 
changing the aggregate production quota 
for thebaine (for conversion) to 2,500 
kilograms. No other comments or 
objections were received. 

Pursuant to Sections 3{c)}(3} and 
3{e)(2}(B) of Executive Order 12291, the 
Director of the Office of Managernent 
and Budget has been consulted with 
respect to these proceedings. 

The Aciing Administrator hereby 
certifies that this matter will have no 
significant impact upen small entities 
within the meaning and intent of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 601, 
et seq. The establishment of annual 
aggregate production quotas for 
Schedules I and If controlled substances 
is mandated by law and by the 
international commitments of the United 
States. Such quotas impact 
predominantly upon major 
manufacturers of the affected controlled 
substances. 

Therefore, under the authority vested 
in the Attorney General by Section 306 
of the Controlled Substances Act of 1970 
(21 U.S.C. 826) and delegated to the 
Acting Administrator of the Drug 
Enforcement Administration by Section 
0.100 of Title 28 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, the Acting Administrator 
hereby orders that the 1983 revised 
aggregate production quotas be 
established as follows: 


Dated: September 22, 1983. 
Francis M. Mullen, jr.. 
Acting Administrator, Drug Enforcement 
Administration. 
{FR Doc. 83-28755 Filed 10-20-63: &45 am 
BILLING CODE 4410-09-M 


Nationa! Institute of Justice 
Solicitations 


The National Institute of Justice is 
soliciting proposals for applied research 
grants in the following areas: 


Program and Due Date 


Performance and Productivity 
Measurement, November 23 

Crime Control Theory and Policy, 
December 9 

Classification, Prediction, and 
Methodology, December 12 


Multiple awards are planned in each 
area. Descriptions of the programs and 
the application processes may be 
obtained from the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service. Interested 
organizations should write to: NCJRS, 
P.O. Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850, 
ATTN: Program Solicitations. 

James K. Stewart, 

Director. 

{FR Doc. 83-28751 Filed 10-20-83: &:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-18-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Bureau of Labor Statistics 


Business Research Advisory Council 
Committees; Meetings and Agenda 


The regular fall meetings of 
committees of the Business Research 
Advisory Council will be held on 
November 7 and 8, 1983. 

The committees will meet in the 
following locations: 

Price Indexes, Productivity/Foreign 
Labor and Wages and Industrial 
Relations committees, Room N-3437, 
Frances Perkins Department of Labor 
Building, 200 Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, D.C., and the Committee on 
Employment and Unemployment, Room 
2740, General Accounting Office 
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Building, 441 G Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

The Business Research Advisory 
Council and its committees advise the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics with respect 
to technical matters associated with the 
Bureau's programs. Membership 
consists of technical officers from 

The schedule and agenda of the 
meetings are as follows: 

Monday, November 7 


10:00 a.m.—Committee on Price Indexes 

1. Extension of CPI-U, X-1 

2. Area Sample for the Revised CP! 

3. Status Report on Consumer 
Expenditure Survey 

4. Finding Solutions to Problems That 
May Arise from the Changeover to 
Rental Equivalency with the 
January 1985 CPI-W 

5. Other Business 


Monday, November 7 


1:30 p.m.—Committee on Productivity/ 
Foreign Labor 
1. Mulifactor Productivity Measures 
a. New Directions 
b. Status of Measures for the Motor 
Vehicle and Steel Industries 
2. Developments in Foreign Labor 
Statistics Work 
3. Other Business 
Tuesday, November 8 


10:00 a.m.—Committee on Wages and 

Industrial Relations 

1. Finding Solutions to Labor/ 
Management Problems That May 
Arise from the Changeover to 
Rental Equivalency with the 
January 1985 CPI-W 

2. Deciding on new areas for the Area 
Wage Surveys 

3. Determining Employers’ Cost Levels 
for Employee Benefit Data: What is 
Available and What is Needed 

4. Review of WIR Work in Progress 

5. Other Business 


Tuesday, November 8 


10:00 a.m.—Committee on Employment 

and Unemployment 

1. Status of the Employment and 
Unemployment Statistics Programs 

a. Report on Transfer of LMI Funding 
from the Employment and Training 
Administration 

b. Progress and Future Plans for the 
790 Modernization 

c. Progress and Plans for the Current 
Population Survey Redesign 

d. Committee Discussion of Priorities 
and Shortfalls 

2. Examination of Discrepancy 
Between the CPS and 790 Estimates 

3. Review of Findings of the Employer 
Response Analysis Survey 


4. Uses of Employment Data for 
Productivity Measurement: 
Assessment 
5. Status of Occupational Employment 
Survey Program and Matrix 
Development 
6. Report on Quality Control in Survey 
Operations 
7. Other Business 
The meeings are open to the public. It 
is suggested that persons planning to 
attend these meetings as observers 
contact Janice D. Murphey, Liaison, 
Business Research Advisory Council on 
Area Code (202) 523-1347. 

Signed at Washington, D.C. this 17th day of 
October 1983. 
Janet L. Norwood, 
Commissioner of Labor Statistics. 
[FR Doc. 83-28749 Filed 10-20-83; &45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4510-24-m 


Business Research Advisory Council; 
Meeting 


The regular fall meeting of the 
Business Research Advisory Council 
will be held at 1:00 p.m., November 8, 
1983, in Room N-3437 of the Frances 
Perkins Department of Labor Building, 
200 Constitution Avenue, NW.., 
Washington, D.C. 

The Business Research Advisory 
Council and its committees advise the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics with respect 
to technical matters associated with the 
Bureau's programs. Membership 
consists of technical officers from 
American business and industry. The 
agenda for the meeting is as follows: 

1. Chairman's Opening Remarks— 
Warren H. Bacon 

2. Commissioner’s Remarks—Janet L. 
Norwood 

3. Committee Reports: 

(a) Wages and Industrial Relations 

(b) Productivity /Foreign Labor 

(c) Price Indexes 

(d) Employment and Unemployment 
4. Other Business 
5. Chairman's Closing Remarks 

This meeting is open to the public. It is 
suggested that persons planning to 
attend as observers contact Janice D. 
Murphey, Liaison, Business Research 
Advisory Council on Area Code (202) 
523-1347. 

Signed at Washington, D.C. this 17th day of 
October 1983. 

Janet L. Norwood, 

Commissioner of Labor Statistics. 
{FR Doc. 83-28750 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am 
BILLING CODE 4510-24-M 


Employment and Training 
Administration 


[TA-W-7,258] 


Dana Corporation, Marion, indiana; A 
Further Determination 


Pursuant to the U.S. Court of 
International Trade remand in Abbott v. 
Secretary of Labor, (USCIT No. 81-1- 
00028) concerning service workers at 
Dana Corporation, Marion, Indiana, the 
Department makes the following further 
determination. 

After examining the issues: (1) 
Concerning the possibility that services 
are not distributed evenly throughout 
the Marion, Indiana plant, and (2) 
whether there was substantial evidence 
inthe administrative record to support 

e Department's determination not to 
certify service workers providing 
ancillary and support services to the 
Bearing Race and Journal Cross 
Departments (Departments 225 and 230, 
respectively), the Department re- 
investigated the matter and found that 
its initial decision was correct. 

The Department in some instances 
has certified service workers in the past; 
however, in order to make such a 
determination the Department must find 
that the service workers devoted a 
substantial amount of their activity to 
servicing a worker group which is 
already independently certified and that 
there was an important causal nexus 
between increased imports and the 
layoff of service workers. The 
Department has for six years used a 25 
percent standard to define the 
expression, “substantial amount of their 
activity”, namely that at least that 
proportion of the supporting workers’ 
activity was directly related to the 
production of the import affected 
article(s). On further investigation, the 
new findings confirm the Department's 
initial determination that the 
contribution of the service workers to 
Departments 225 and 230 accounted for 
significantly less than 25 percent of their 
contribution to all products produced in 
the Marion plant. Not one of the 33 
service departments at Dana 
contributed 25 percent or more of their 
activity to supporting the trade impacted 
articles produced in Departments 225 
and 230. Further, no one individual from 
those service departments was 
employed 25 percent or more of a typical 
work week in providing services to 
Departments 225 and 230. These support 
activities are not substantially 
integrated into the production of the two 
import-impacted articles; consequently, 
increased imports did not “contribute 
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importantly” to layoffs among workers 
in the service departments. 
Conclusion 

After reconsideration, I reaffirm the 
original denial of eligibility to apply for 
adjustment assistance to service 
workers providing ancillary and support 
activities to Departments 225 and 230 at 
the Marion, Indiana plant of Dana 
Corporation. 

Signed at Washington, D.C., this October 
14, 1983. 
Robert A. Schaerfl, 
Director, Office of Program Management, 
UIS. 
(FR Doc. 83-28659 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 


Federal-State Unemployment 


This notice announces the ending of 
the Extended Benefit Period in the State 
of Louisiana, effective on October 8, 
1983. 

Background 

The Federal-State Extended 
Unemployment Compensation Act of 
1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 note) established 
the Extended Benefit Program as a part 
of the Federal-State Unemployment 
Compensation Program. The Extended 
Benefit Program takes effect during 
periods of high unemployment in a 
State, to furnish up to 13 weeks of 
extended unemployment benefits to 
eligible individuals who have exhausted 
their rights to regular unemployment 
benefits under permanent State and 
Federal unemployment compensation 
laws. The Act is implemented by State 
unemployment compensation laws and 
by Part 615 of Title 20 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (20 CFR Part 615). 

Extended Benefits are payable in a 
State during an Extended Benefit Period, 
which is triggered “on” when the rate of 
insured unemployment in the State 
reaches the State trigger rate set in the 
Act and the State law. During an 
Extended Benefit Period individuals are 
eligible for a maximum of up to 13 
weeks of benefits, but the total of 
Extended Benefits and regular benefits 
together may not exceed 39 weeks. 

The Act and the State unemployment 
compensation laws also provide that an 
Extended Benefit Period in a State will 
trigger “off’ when the rate of insured 
unemployment in the State is no longer 
at the trigger rate set in the law. A 
benefit period actually terminates at the 
end of the third week after the week for 
which there is an off indicator, but not 


less than 13 weeks after the benefit 
period began. 

An Extended Benefit Period 
commenced in the State of Louisiana on 
January 23, 1983 and has now triggered 
off. 


Determination of “off” Indicator 

The head of the employment security 
agency of the State named above has 
determined that the rate of insured 
unemployment in the State for the 
period consisting of the week ending on 
September 17, 1983, and the immediately 
preceding twelve weeks, fell below the 
State trigger rate, so that for that week 
there was an “off” indicator in the State. 

Therefore, the Extended Benefit 
Period in the State terminated with the 
week ending on October 8, 1983. 


Information for Claimants 


The State employment security 
agency will furnish a written notice to 
each individual who is filing claims for 
Extended Benefits of the end of the 
Extended Benefit Period and its effect 
on the individual's right to Extended 
Benefits. 20 CFR 615.13(d)(3). 

Persons who wish information about 
their rights to Extended Benefits in the 
State named above should contact the 
nearest State employment service office 
or unemployment compensation claims 
office in their locality. 

Signed at Washington, D.C., on October 12, 
1983. 

Albert Angrisani, 

Assistant Secretary of Labor. 
[FR Doc. 83-28658 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 


Mine Safety and Health Administration 
[Docket No. M-83-120-C] 


Bethlehem Mines Corporation, Room 
1871, Martin Tower, Bethlehem, 
Pennsylvania 18016 has filed a petition 
to modify the application of 30 CFR 
75.321 (stoppage of fans; plans) to its 
Mine No. 51 (LD. No. 36-00959) located 
in Washington County, Pennsylvania. 
The petition is filed under Section 101(c) 
of the Federal Mine Safety and Health 
Act of 1977. 

A summary of the petitioner's 
statements follows: 

1. The petition concerns the 
requirement that each operator adopt a 
specific plan which provides for 
appropriate action when any mine fan 
stops. 
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2. The mine is ventilated by 3 fans 
moving a total of 590,000 cfm of air. 
Petitioner plans to install a small 
“bleeder assist” ventilation fan to help 
ventilate the mined out area of its 3 
Northeast section, called the Hustava 
Borehole. The Hustava Borehole will 
move a total of approximately 5,000 cfm 
of air and will affect the ventilation of 
the 3 Northeast section only. 

3. As an alternate method, petitioner 
proposes that: 

a. If Hustava Borehole fan is 
inoperable for more than 15 minutes, all 
power to 3 Northeast will be 
deenergized and employees working in 
that area will be removed to other areas 
of the mine not affected by Hustava 
Borehole; 

b. Appropriate MSHA officials will be 
notified if Hustava Borehole fan remains 
inoperable longer than 24 hours; 

c. The remainder of the mine not 
affected by Hustava Borehole fan be 
allowed to continue operating in a 
normal manner. 

4. Petitioner states that Hustava 
Borehole will be equipped with a dual 
system of blowers and motors to assure 
as much as practicable that this area 
remains operable at all times. 

5. Petitioner states that the proposed 
alternate method will provide the same 
degree of safety for the miners affected 
as that afforded by the standard. 


Request for Comments 


Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comments. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
November 21, 1983. Copies of the 
petition are available for inspection at 
that address. 

Dated: October 11, 1983. 

Patricia W. Silvey, 

Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances. 

[FR Doc. 83-28664 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4510-43-41 


[Docket No. M-83-105-C] 


Inland Steel Coal Co., R.R. #5, 
McLeansboro, Hlinois 62859 has filed a 
petition to modify the application of 30 
CFR 75.503 (permissible electric face 
equipment; maintenance) to its Mine No. 





2 (LD. No. 11-02387) located in Hamilton 
County, Illinois. The petition is filed 
under Section 101(c) of the Federal Mine 
Safety and Health Act of 1977. A 
summary of the petitioner's statements 
foliows: 


1. The petition concerns the use of 
keyed locks inserted through brackets to 
secure the battery nips of the mine's 


scoops. 

2. Petitioner states that these locks 
have proven hard to keep on the scoops. 
3. As an alternate method, petitioner 
proposes to put a bracket on the battery 
with a set screw-type arrangement to 

lock it down. 

4. Petitioner states that the proposed 
alternate method will provide the same 
degree of safety for the miners affected 
as that afforded by the standard. 
Request for Comments 

Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comment. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
November 21, 1983. Copies of the 
petition are available for inspection at 
that address. 

Dated: October 11. 1983. 

Patricia W. Silvey, 

Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances. 

{FR Doc. 83-28667 Filed 10-20-83: &45 am| 

BILLING CODE 4510-43-M 


[Docket No. M-83-22-M] 


Latrobe Construction Company, P.O. 
Box 150, Latrobe, Pennsylvania 15650 
has filed a petition to modify the 
application of 30 CFR 57.4-53 (liquefied 
petroleum gas) to its Blue Stone Quarry 
(LD. No. 36-00131) located in 
Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania. 
The petition is filed under Section 101(c) 
of the Federal Mine Safety and Health 
Act of 1977. 

A summary of the petitioner's 
statements follows: 

1. The petition concerns the 
requirement that the use of liquefied 
petroleum gas be limited to maintenance 
work. 

2. Petitioner states that manual scaling 
of loose stone by means of a basket at 
the mine has resulted in several 
accidents and numerous injuries to 
mining personnel. Petitioner uses two 


gradall scaling machines but needs 
additional lights for the miners on these 
machines. 

3. Petitioner proposes to use propane 
to operate two generators to power 2,000 
watt lights which are installed on pickup 
trucks to accompany the gradall 
machines. Each motor generator holds a 
maximum of eight gallons of propane. 
These light-equipped pickup trucks are 
used to provide sufficient lighting for the 
safe operation of the two gradall 
machines. During the scaling operation. 
two employees work as a team, one 
person on the gradall scaling machine 
and one on the light truck. 

4. Petitioner further states that both 
pickup trucks are maintained by 
mechanics at the mine. The light 
generators are regularly overhauled and 
kept tuned. The tanks and lines are 
checked daily for leaks when brought 
out of the mine for refueling. 

5. For.these reasons, petitioner 
requests a modification of the standard. 


Request for Comments 


Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comments. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
November 21, 1983. Copies of the 
petition are available for inspection at 
that address. 


Dated: October 11, 1983. 
Patricia W. Silvey, 
Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances 
{FR Doc. 63-28663 Piled 10-20-83: aad am} 
BILLING CODE 4510-43-M 


[Docket No. M-83-37-C] 


Peari Coal Company; Petition for 
Modification of Application of 
Mandatory Safety Standard 


Pearl Coal Company, P.O. Box 268, 
Turkey Creek, Kentucky 41570 has filed 
a petition to modify the application of 30 
CFR 75.1710 (cabs and canopies) to its 
No. 1 Mine (LD. No. 15-13803) located in 
Pike County, Kentucky. The petition is 
filed under Section 101(c) of the Federal 
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977. 

A summary of the petitioner’s 
statements follows: 

1. The petition concerns the 
requirement that cabs or canopies be 
installed on the mine's electric face 
equipment. 

2. The mining height ranges from 41% 
to 46 inches, with an average of 43.75 
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inches. The main roof is sandstong and 
the immediate roof is four to ten feet of 
shale with draw rock ranging from zero 
to tiree inches. The bottom is soft shale 
with numerous undulations, dips and 
rolls. 

3. Petitioner states that the use of 
canopies on the mine's electric face 
equipment would result in a diminution 
of safety for the miners affected because 
the canopies could strike and dislodge 
the roof supports and damage 
suspended cables, increasing fire and 
shock hazards. In addition, the canopies 
restrict the equipment operator's 
visibility and cause a cramped operating 
compartment, forcing the operator to 
lean out from the canopy, exposing body 
parts to potential injury. 

4. For these reasons, petitioner 
requests a modification of the standard. 


Request for Comments 


Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comments. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
November 21, 1983. Copies of the 
petition are available for inspection at 
that address. 


Dated: October 11, 1983. 
Patricia W. Silvey, 
Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances. 
{FR Doc. 83-28660 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-43-M 


{Docket No. M-83-100-C} 


Red River Fuels, inc.; Petition for 
Modification of Application of 
Mandatory Safety Standard 


Red River Fuels, Inc. Box 1014, 
Grundy, Virginia 24614 has filed a 
petition to modify the application of 30 
CFR 75.1710 (cabs or canopies) to its No. 
1 Mine (1.D. No. 15—14102) located in 
Pike County, Kentucky. The petition is 
filed under Section 101(c) of the Federal 
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977. 

A summary of the petitioner's 
statements follows: 

1. The petition concerns the 
requirement that cabs or canopies be 
installed on the mine's electric face 
equipment. 

2. The mine is in the Lower Elkhorn 
No. 2 seam and ranges from 38 to 48 
inches in height, with consistent 
ascending and descending grades 
creating dips in the coalbed. 
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3. Petitioner states that the use of 
canopies on the mine’s electric face 
equipment would result in a diminution 
of safety for the miners affected because 
the canopies could strike and dislodge 
the mine’s roof support system. The 
canopies also hamper the equipment 
operator's visibility, increasing the 
chances of an accident. 

4. For these reasons, petitioner 
requests a modification of the standard. 


Request for Comments 


Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comments. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627. 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
November 21, 1983. Copies of the 
petition are available for inspection at 
that address. 


Dated: October 11, 1983. 
Patricia W. Silvey, 
Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances. 
[FR Doc. 83-28665 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-43-m 


[Docket No. M-83-112-C] 


Rolen Coal Company, Inc.; Petition for 
Modification of Application of 
Mandatory Safety Standard 


Rolen Coal Company, Inc., Box 79, 
Inez, Kentucky 41224 has filed a petition 
to modify the application of 30 CFR 
75.1710 (cabs and canopies) to its No. 1 
Mine (LD. No. 15—12304) located in 
Martin County, Kentucky. The petition is 
filed under Section 101(c) of the Federal 
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977. 

A summary of the petitioner's 
statements follows: s 

1. The petition concerns the 
requirement that cabs or canopies be 
installed on the mine’s electric face 
equipment. 

2. Petitioner states that the use of 
canopies on the mine's electric face 
equipment would result in a diminution 
of safety for the miners affected because 
the canopy knocks out the roof support. 
In addition, the canopy limits the 
equipment operator's visibility, forcing 
him or her to lean out from under the 
canopy, exposing body parts to potential 
injury. The canopy also damages 
suspended electrical cables, increasing 
the chances of electrical shock or injury. 

3. For these reasons, petitioner 
requests a modification of the standard. 


Request for Comments 


Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comments. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
November 21, 1983. Copies of the 
petition are available for inspection at 
that address. 


Dated: October 11, 1983. 
Patricia W. Silvey, 
Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances. 
{FR Doc. 83-28961 Filing 10-20-83; 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 4510-43-™ 


[Docket No. M-83-93-C] 


Sewell Coal Co.; Petition for 
Modification of Application of 
Mandatory Safety Standard 


Sewell Coal Company, Route 3, Box 
125, Nettie, West Virginia 26681 has 
filed a petition to modify the application 
of 30 CFR 75.326 (aircourses and belt 
haulage entries) to its Sewell No. 1-A 
Mine (LD. No. 46-03859) located in 
Nicholas County, West Virginia. The 
petition is filed under Section 101(c) of 
the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act 
of 1977. A summary of the petitioner's 
statement follows: 

1. The petition concerns the 
requirement that entries used as intake 
and return aircourses be separated from 
belt haulage entries. 

2. A six-entry system is being 
developed in the four developing 
sections. Unstable and uncontrollable 
roof conditions resulting in massive roof 
falls have restricted the flow of air in 
many main entry airways. The present 
approved ventilation plan for each 
section requires curtain stoppings to be 
erected forming a “box“ arrangement to 
force all air on the section to travel 
behind the line curtains of each entry in 
a sweep-type system. When each line 
curtain is fully extended, prior to cutting 
the crosscuts through, they will be about 
110 feet long. With a six-entry system, a 
total of 660 feet of line curtain would be 
extended at one time, which creates 
tremendous air friction. 

3. As an alternate method, petitioner 
proposes to use belt and track air for 
ventilating active working places. In 
support of this request, petitioner 
proposes to install an automatic fire 
detection system with sensors on the 
underground belt conveyors with 


~specific safeguards and protective 


measures. The location of the sensors 
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will be submitted for approval in the 
ventilation system and and 
dust control plan. In addition, petitoner 
proposes to construct the stoppings 
separating the belt haulage entry from 
the intake escapeway out of concrete 
blocks, cinder blocks, brick or tile with 
mortared joints. Petitioner proposes that 
the blocks may be stacked, providing 
the stoppings are plastered on both 
sides with a material having the same 
strength as mortared joints. 

4. Petitioner states that the proposed 
alternate method will provide the same 
degree of safety for the miners affected 
as that affored by the standards. 


Request of Comments 


Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comments. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
November 21, 1983. Copies of the 
petition are available for inspection at 
that address. 


Dated: October 11, 1983. 
Patricia W. Silvey, 
Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances. 
[FR Doc. 83-28668 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-43-M 


[Docket No. M-83-99-C] 


Thac West Mining, inc.; Petition for 
Modification of Application of 
Mandatory Safety Standard 


Thac West Mining, Inc., Box 3011, 
Pikeville, Kentucky 41501 has filed a 
petition to modify the application of 30 
CFR 75.1710 (cabs or canopies) to its No. 
1 Mine (LD: No. 15-12472) located in 
Pike County, Kentucky. The petition is 
filed under Section 101(c) of the Federal 
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977. 

A summary of the petitioner's 
statements follows: 

1. The petition concerns the 
requirement that cabs or canopies be 
installed on the mine’s electric face 
equipment. 

2. The mine is in the Lower Cedar 
Grove seam and ranges from 36 to 48 
inches in height, with consistent 
ascending and descending grades 
creating dips in the coal bed. 

3. Petitioner states that the use of 
canopies on the mine’s electric face 
equipment would result in a diminution 
of safety for the miners affected because 
the canopies strike and dislodge the roof 





supports. The canopies also restrict the 
equipment operator’s visibility and 
hamper the operator's seating position. 
increasing the chances of an accident. 

4. For these reasons, petitioner 
requests a modification of the standard. 
Request for Comments : 

Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comments. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
November 21, 1983. Copies of the 
petition are available for inspection at 
that address. 

Dated: October 11, 1983. 
Patricia W. Silvey. 
Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances. 

(FR Doc. 63-28886 Filed 10-20-43. &45 am| 
BILLING CODE 4510-43-™ 


[Docket No. M-83-110-C] 


Emerald Mines Corporation, c/o 
Amoco Minerals Company, 7000 South 
Yosemite Street, P.O. Box 3299, 
Englewood, Colorado 80155 has filed a 
petition to modify the application of 30 
CFR 75.503 (permissible electric face 
equipment; maintenance) to its Mine No. 
1 (LD. No. 36-05466} located in Greene 
County, Pennsylvania. The petition is 
filed under Section 101{c) of the Federal 
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977. 

A summary of the petitioner's 
statement follows: 

1. The petition concerns the use of a 
locked padlock to secure screw caps in 
place on battery operated scoops and on 
tractors. 

2. Petitioner states that there is an 
element of danger in having the plugs 
locked on such equipment in the event 
of a fire on such equipment. The lock 
could impede or diminish the 
petitioner's ability to combat the fire, 
resulting in a diminution of safety for 
the miners affected. 

3. As an alternate method, petitioner 
proposes that a spring-loaded locking 
mechanism be used on all such 
equipment, present and future. This 
device will prevent loosening of the 
threaded ring and serve the same 
purpose as a padlock; it will not fall cut 
of place but can easily and quickly be 
removed in the event of an emergency. 


4. For these reasons, petitioner 
requests a modification of the standard. 
Request for Comments 

Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comments. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
November 21, 1983. Copies of the 
petition are available for inspection at 
that address. 

Dated: October 11, 1983. 

Patricia W. Silvey, 

Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances. 

[FR Doc. 63-28662 Filed 10-20-83; &45 am] 

BILLING CODS 4510-43-m 


Pension and Welfare Benefit 
Programs 


Grant of individual Exemptions 
action: Grant of Individual Exemptions. 


SUMMARY: This document contains 
exemptions issued by the Department of 
Laber (the Department) from certain of 
the prohibited transaction restrictions of 
the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (the Act) and/or the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (the 
Code). 

Notices were published in the Federal 
Register of the pendency before the 
Department of proposals to grant such 
exemptions. The notices set forth a 
summary of facts and representations 
contained in each application for 
exemption and referred interested 
persons to the respective applications 
for a complete statement of the facts 
and representations. The applications 
have been available for public 
inspection at the Department in 
Washington, D.C. The notices also 
invited interested persons to submit 
comments on the requested exemptions 
to the Department. In addition the 
notices stated that any interested person 
might submit a written request that a 
public hearing be held (where 
appropriate). The applicants have 
represented that they have complied 
with the requirements of the notification 
to interested persons. No public 
comments and no requests for a hearing. 
unless otherwise stated, were received 
by the Department. 

The notices of pedency were issued 
and the exemptions are being granted 
solely by the Department because, 
effective December 31, 1978, section 102 
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of Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1978 (43 
FR 47713, October 17, 1978) transferred 
the authority of the Secretary of the 
Treasury to issue exemptions of the type 
proposed to the Secretary of Labor. 


Statutory Findings 


In accordance with section 408{a) of 
the Act and/or section 4975({c){2) of the 
Code and the procedures set forth in 
ERISA Procedure 75-1 (40 FR 18471, 
April 28, 1975), and based upon the 
entire record, the Department makes the 
following findings: 

(a) The exemptions are 
administratively feasible; 

(b) They are in the interests of the 
plans and their participants and 
beneficiaries; and 

(c) They are protective of the rights of 
the participants and beneficiaries of the 
plans. 


Lee Investment Co., Money Purchase 
Pension Plan and Trust Agreement (the 
Plan) Located in San Diego, California 
{Exemption Application No. D-3745; 
Prohibited Transaction Exemption 83-171} 


Exemption 


The restrictions of section 406 of the 
Act and the sanctions resulting from the 
application of section 4975 of the Code, 
by reason of section 4975(c)(1)(A) 
through (F) of the Code, shall not apply 
to the proposed loan of money by the 
directed individual account in the Plan 
of Marvin L. Krichman, a party in 
interest with respect to the Plan, to a 
purchaser of a certain parcel of real 
property of which Marvin L. Krichman 
and his wife, Rosalie Krichman are the 
sellers. 

For a more complete statement of the 
facts and representations supporting the 
Department's decision to grant this 
exemption refer to the notice of 
proposed exemption published on 
August 12, 1983 at 48 FR 36694. 

For Further Information Contact: Louis 
Campagna of the Department, telephone 
(202) 523-8973. (This is not a toll-free 
number.) 


Bangs, McCuilen, Butler and Foye 
Employees’ Profit Sharing Retirement 
Pian (the Plan) Located in Rapid City, 
South Dakota 


[Exemption Application No. D-3755 
Prohibited Transaction Exemption 83-172] 


Exemption 


The restrictions of section 406{a) and 
406(b)(1) of the Act and the sanctions 
resulting from the application of section 
4975 of the Code, by reason of section 
4975(c)(1} (A) through (E) of the Code, 
shall not apply to the continuation past 
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June 30, 1984 of a lease by the Plan of 
certain improved real property to Bangs, 
McCullen, Butler, Foye and Simmons, 
the sponsor of the Plan, provided that 
the terms of such lease are at least as 
favorable to the Plan as the Plan could 
obtain in a lease with an unrelated 
party. 

For a more complete statement of the 
facts and representations supporting the 
Department's decision to grant this 
exemption refer to the notice of 
proposed exemption published on 
Friday, August 12,1983 at 48 FR 36695. 

For Further Information Contact: 
Ronald Willett of the Department, 
telephone (202) 523-8194. (This is not a 
toll-free number.) 


J.-L. Kislak, Inc. Employee Profit-Sharing 
Plan (the plan) Located in Springfield, 
Massachusetts 


[Exemption Application No. D-4378 
Prohibited Transaction Exemption 83-173] 


Exemption 


The restrictions of section 406(a), 
406(b) (1) and (2) of the Act and the 
sanctions resulting from the application 
of section 4975 of the Code, by reason of 
section 4975(c)(1) (A) through (E) of the 
Code, shall not apply to the sale of a 
parcel of real property (the Property) by 
the Plan to J.L. Kislak, Inc. for a cash 
purchase price of $140,777.51 or the fair 
market value of the Property on the date 
of sale, whichever is higher. 

For a more complete statement of the 
facts and representations supporting the 
Department's decision to grant this 
exemption refer to the notice of 
proposed exemption published on July 
22, 1983 at 48 FR 33571. 

For further Information Contact: Mr. 
Robert Sandler of the Department, 
telephone (202) 523-8195. (This is not a 
toll-fee number.) 


General Information 


The attention of interested persons is 
directed to the following: 

(1) The fact that a transaction is the 
subject of an exemption under section 
408(a) of the Act and/or section 
4975(c)(2) of the Code does not relieve a 
fiduciary or other party in interest or 
disqualified person from certain other 
provisions of the Act and/or the Code, 
including any prohibited transaction 
provisions to which the exemption does 
not apply and the general! fidiciary 
responsibility provisions of section 404 
of the Act, which among other things 
require a fiduciary to discharge his 
duties respecting the plan solely in the 
interest of the participants and 
beneficiaries of the plan and in a 
prudent fashion in accordance with 
section 404(a)(1)(B) of the Act; nor does 


it affect the requirement of section 
401(a) of the Code that the plan must 
operate for the exclusive benefit of the 
employees of the employer maintaining 
the plan and their beneficiaries; 

(2) These exemptions are 
supplemental to and not in derogration 
of, any other provisions of the Act and/ 
or the Code, including statutory or 
administrative exemptions and 
transitional rules. Furthermore, the fact 
that a transaction is subject to an 
administrative or statutory exemption is 
not dispositive of whether the 
transaction is in fact a prohibited 
transaction. 

(3) The availability of these 
exemptions is subject to the express 
condition that the material facts and 
representations contained in each 
application accurately describes all 
material terms of the transaction which 
is the subject of the exemption. 

Signed at Washington, D.C., this 18th day 
of October, 1983. 

Alan D. Lebowitz, 

Assistant Administrator for Fiduciary 
Standards, Pension and Welfare Benefit 
Programs, Labor-Management Services, 
Administration, U.S. Department of Labor. 
[FR Doc. 83-28761 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4510-29-M4 


NATIONAL CREDIT UNION 
ADMINISTRATION 


Agency Form Submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget for 
Ciearance 


The foliowing are packages submitted 
to the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for clearance in compliance with 
the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35). 

Subject: Federal Credit Union 
Examination Process Review. 

Respondents: Federal Credit Union 
Managers. 

Subject: Application and Agreements 
for Insurance of Accounts. 

Respondents: Federal Credit Unions. 

Copies of the above information 
collection clearance package can be 
obtained by calling the Natonal Credit 
Union Administration, Special Projects 
Officer, on 202-357-1080. 

Written comments and 
recommendations for the listed 
information collection should be sent 
directly to the OMB Desk Officer 
designated above at the following 
address: OMB Reports Management 
Branch, New Executive Office Building, 
Room 3208, Washington, DC 20503 Attn: 
Judith McIntosh. 


Dated: October 14, 1983. 


Rosemary Brady, 

Secretary of the NCUA Board. 
{FR Doc. 83-28686 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7535-01- 


NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE 
ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES 


Music Advisory Panel; Meeting 


Pursuant to Section 10{a)}{2) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub. 
L. 92-463}, as amended, notice is hereby 
given that a meeting of the Music 
Advisory Panel (Opera-Musical Theater 
Section Prescreening) to the National 
Council on the Arts will be held on 
October 24-26, 1983, from 9:00 a.m—5:30 
p.m. in room 716 of the Nancy Hanks 
Center, 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW. 
Washington, D.C. 

This meeting is for the purpose of 
Panel review, discussion, evaluation, 
and recommendation on applications for 
financial assistance under the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the 
Humanities Act of 1965, as amended, 
including discussion of information 
given in confidence to the agency by 
grant applicants. In accordance with the 
determination of the Chairman 
published in the Federal Register of 
February 13, 1980, these sessions will be 
closed to the public pursuant to 
subsections (c)(4), (6) and 9{b) of section 


- 552b of Title 5, United States Code. 


Further information with reference to 
this meeting can be obtained from Mr. 
John H. Clark, Advisory Committee 
Management Officer, National 
Endowment for the Arts, Washington. 
D.C., 20506, or call (202) 682-5433. 

Dated: October 19, 1983. 

John H. Clark, 

Director, Office of Council and Panel 
Operations, National Endownment for the 
Arts. 

[FR Doc. 83-28652 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am} 

BILLING CODE 7537-01-M 


NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


[Docket No. 50-440] 


Cleveland Electric illuminating Co., et 
al. (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1); 
Request for Action 


Notice is hereby given that by petition 
dated September 27, 1983, Terry Lodge 
requested on behalf of Steven Sass and 
the Sunflower Alliance that the Director. 
Office of Inspection and Enforcement, 
appoint an independent consultant to 
investigate the circumstances 





. Surrounding a crane accident at Unit 1 

of the Perry Nuclear Power Plant, open 
the plant to inspection by the general 
public, and initiate proceedings to 
determine whether the construction 
permit for the plant should be revoked 
in light of the independent consultant's 
findings. The petition is being 
considered pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 
and, accordingly, appropriate action will 
be taken on the petition within a 
reasonable time. 

Copies of the petition are available for 
public inspection in the Commission's 
Public Document Room at 1717 H Street. 
NW.. Washington, D.C. 20555 and in the 
local public document room for the 
Perry plant at the Perry Public Library. 
3753 Main Street, Perry. Ohio, 44081. 

Dated at Bethesda. Maryland. this 14th day 
of October 1983. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Richard C. DeYoung, 

Director. Office of Inspection and 
Enforcement. 

{FR Doc. 83-28738 Filed 10-20-83. &45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[Docket No. 50-155] 


The Nuclear Regulatory Commission's 
(NRC) Office of Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation (NRR) has published its Draft 
Integrated Plant Safety Assessment 
Report related to Consumers Power 
Company’s Big Rock Point Nuclear 
Power Plant, located in Charlevoix 
County, Michigan. 

The report documents the review 
completed under the Systematic 
Evaluation Program (SEP). The SEP was 
initiated by the NRC to review the 
design of older operating nuclear reactor 
plants to reconfirm and document their 
safety. In addition to the 137 SEP topics, 
this report addresses a majority of 
pending licensing actions for the Big 
Rock Point Plant, at the licensee's 
request, which include TMI Action Plan 
requirements and implementation 
criteria for resolved generic issues. The 
review has provided for (1) an 
assessment of the significance of 
differences between current technical 
positions on selected safety issues and 
those that existed when Big Rock Point 
was licensed, (2) a basis for deciding on 
how these differences should be 
resolved in an integrated plant review, 
and (3) a documented evaluation of 
plant safety. Equipment and procedural 
changes have been identified as a result 
of the review. 


The report is being referred to the 
Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards and is being made available 
at the NRC’s Public Document Room 
1717 H Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 
20555 and at the Charlevoix Library, 107 
Clinton Street, Charlevoix, Michigan 
49720 for inspection and copying. Single 
copies of this report (Document No. 
NUREG-—0828) may be requested from 
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Director, Division of 
Technical Information and Document 
Control, Washington, D.C. 20555, 
Attention: Publications Unit. 


Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 6th day 
of October 1983. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Dennis M. Crutchfield, 
Chief. Operating Reactors Branch No. 5, 
Division of Licensing. 
[FR Doc. 83-28734 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[Docket Nos. 50-413 and 50-414] 


Duke Power Company; (Catawba 
Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2) Receipt 
of Request for Action 


Notice is hereby given that by letter 
dated September 14, 1983, the 
Government Accountability Project has 
requested on behalf of the Palmetto 
Alliance that, inter alia, the Commission 
take action to require a management 
audit of the Duke Power Company and 
an independent review of the as-built 
condition of the Catawba Nuclear 
Station, alleged design deficiencies and 
the quality assurance program. The 
letter is being treated by the Office of 
Inspection and Enforcement as a request 
for action under 10 CFR 2.206 which 
requires evaluation and a decision 
relative to that request. Accordingly, 
appropriate action will be taken on the 
request within a reasonable time. 

Copies of the letter are avaiable for 
inspection in the Commission's Public 
Document Room at 1717 H Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20555 and in the local 
public document room for the Catawba 
Nuclear Station at the York County 
Library, 325 South Oakland Avenue, 
Rockhill, South Carolina 29730. 


Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 14th day 
of October, 1983. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Richard C. DeYoung, 
Director, Office of Inspection and 
Enforcement. 
{FR Doc. 83-28735 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 
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[Docket Nos. 50-250 and 50-251] 


Florida Power and Light Company; 
(Turkey Point Piant Unit Nos. 3 and 4) 
Order for Modification of License 


Florida Power and Light Company 
(the licensee) is the holder of Facility 
Operating License Nos. DPR-31 and 
DPR-41 which authorize the operation of 
the Turkey Point Plant, Unit Nos. 3 and 4 
(the facilities) at steady-state power 
levels not in excess of 2200 megawatts 
thermal. The facilities are pressurized 
water reactors (PWRs) located at the 
licensee's site in Dade County, Fiorida. 


Ui 


By letter dated October 12, 1983, 
supplemented on October 13, 1983, the 
licensee requested relief from its 
existing technical specifications 
requirement to go to cold shutdown 
because only one residual heat removal 
(RHR) loop is operable. 

The 4B RHR pump motor failed during 
routine testing at Turkey Point Unit 4 at 
11:35 a.m., October 11, 1983. The failure 
was such that a major repair effort of 
the motor is required. The licensee 
contacted the motor vendor, and other 
utilities utilizing similar equipment and 
has determined that due to the unique 
design, and age of the component, no 
replacements or spares are available. 
The motor vendor has service people on- 
site and repairs are in progress. 

The current technical specifications 
require that the unit be placed in hot 
shutdown within 24 hours of the RHR 
pump being out of service, and in cold 
shutdown within an additional 48 hours. 
The plant has been placed in hot 
shutdown as required. At issue is the 
subsequent requirement to go to cold 
shutdown. The licensee has requested 
emergency relief from the Turkey Point 
Technical Specifications, to permit 
extended operation in mode 4 (hot 
shutdown) on a one time basis while the 
inoperable Unit 4 RHR pump is being 
repaired. The requested relief is an 
interim requirement to allow operation 
with the reactor shutdown and Tavg 
between 350° F and 200° F for a period 
up to 30 days with one residual heat 
removal pump out of service. The staff 
has considered the consequences of 
going to cold shutdown and the 
potential loss of the remaining RHR 
loop. We have concluded that operation 
in hot shutdown with the reactor coolant 
system (RCS) average termperature less 
than 350° F while the inoperable pump is 
being repaired would be more prudent. 
The basis for our conclusion is 
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contained in our attached Safety 
Evaluation. 

In view of the foregoing, I have 
determined that a temporary change in 
the licensee's technical specifications to 
require the licensee to maintain the 
reactor coolant system Tavg between 
350° F and 200° F when one residual 
heat removal pump is inoperable for a 
period up to 30 days is required in the 
interest of public health and safety and, 
therefore, should be made effective 
immediately. 


il 


Accordingly, pursuant to Sections 103, 
161i, and 1610 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended, and the 
Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 
Parts 2 and 50, it is hereby ordered 
effective immediately: Technical 
Specification 3.4.lb is modified as set 
forth in Attachment 2 of this Order. 


IV 


The licensee may request a hearing on 
this Order within 20 days of the date of 
publication of this Order in the Federal 
Register. Any request for a hearing shall 
be addressed to the Director, Office of 
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20555. A copy shall 
also be sent to the Executive Legal 
Director at the same address. A request 
for hearing shall not stay the immediate 
effectiveness of this order. 

If a hearing is to be held, the 
Commission will issue an Order 
designating the time and place of any 
such hearing. 

If a hearing is held concerning this 
Order, the issue to be considered at the 
hearing shall be whether the licensee 
should comply with the requirements set 
forth in Section Ill of this Order. This 
Order is effective upon issuance. 


Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 14th day 
of March. 1983. 

Note—1. Safety Evaluation Report Turkey 
Point Uniis 3 and 4, One Residual Heat 
Removal Loop Inoperable, and 

2. Revised Technical Specification. Section 
3.4.lb, Page 3.4-2 are available at the NRC’s 
Public Document Room and at the 
Environmental and Urban Affairs Library. 
Florida International University, Miami, 
Florida 33199. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission: 
Robert A. Purple, 

Deputy Director, Division of Licensing. 
{FR Doc. 83-26736 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[License No. 49-19585-01 EA 83-110] 
Perforating Services, inc.; Order to 


Perforating Services, Inc., P.O. Box 
912, Casper, Wyoming 82601 (the 
“licensee”) is the holder of a specific 
byproduct material license issued by the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the 
“Commisison”} pursuant to 10 CFR Part 
30. The license, issued on June 4, 1981, 
and due to expire on June 30, 1986, 
authorizes the use, storage, and transfer 
of byproduct material as described in 
the licensee's application dated October 
26, 1980, and letter dated May 10, 1981. 


II 


During an NRC inspection of the 
licensee on September 28 and 30, 1$83, 
the NRC inspector was informed by the 
President and Vice President that since 
receipt and use of licensed on or about 
November 1981, they had not done the 
following: (1) Had not obtained 
personnel monitoring devices (film 
badges or TLD’s); (2) had not obtained a 
survey meter to perform radiation 
surveys to assure compliance with 10 
CFR Part 20 and had not conducted the 
surveys required in the licensee's 
procedures; (3) had not leak tested the 
sealed source; (4) had not set up a 
radioactive materials storage area as 
described in the Ilcense application; (5) 
had not posted documents per 10 CFR 
19.11; (6) had not provided insiruction to 
personnel per 10 CFR 19.12; (7) had not 
maintained any receipt records at the 
place of use to identify what material 
the licensee possessed; (8) had not 
complied with various requiremetns for 
transporting radioactive materials; and 
(9) had not conducted an audit to assure 
compliance with NRC requirements. 
Although the licensee's officers 
apparently understood NRC 
requirements, they had neglected to take 
action to ensure compliance with these 
requirements. 

The results of this inspection 
indicated that the licensee had been 
conducting licensed activities in 
violation of Commission requirements 
since receipt and use of material as 
enumerated below: 

1. License Condition 15 requires, in 
part, that sealed sources shall be tested 
for leakage or contamination at intervals 
not to exceed 6 months and that leak 
test records shall be maintained. 

Contrary to this requirement, the 
sealed source used for well-logging had 
not been leak tested since receipt of 


material on or about November 1981 to 
September 30, 1983. 

2. License Condition 17 requires. in 
part, that licensed activities be 
conducted in accordance with 
statements, representations, and 
procedures contained in the application 
dated October 26, 1980. 

a. Contrary to Item 10 of the 
application, radiation survey 
instruments were not obtained by the 
licensee to perform required radiation 
surveys. 

b. Contrary to Item 11 of the 
application, personnel monitoring 
devices were not provided to individuals 
working with licensed material. 

c. Contrary to Item 15 of the 
application, the radiation protection 
officer did not fulfill his duties, such as 
to conduct audits, to assure licensed 
activities were being conducted in 
compliance with NRC requirements. 

d. Contrary to Appendix A, Item 6.a, 
of the application, the licensee did not 
maintain a utilization log for the use of 
licensed material. 

e. Contrary to Appendix A, Item 6.e. 
of the application, the licensee did not 
conduct quarterly surveys of an area 
where licensed material was stored. 

f. Contrary to Appendix A, liem 6.g, cf 
the application, the licensee did not 
conduct radiation surveys at the 
customer well sites where licensed 
material was used. 

g. Contrary to Appendix B, Item 8.a, of 
the application, the licensee did not 
have a storage area for licensed material 
as described in the application. 

3. 10 CFR 20.105({b}(2} states, in part, 
that no licensee shall possess, use, or 
transfer licensed material in such a 
manner as to create in any unrestricted 
area radiation levels which, if an 
individual were continuously present in 
the area, could result in his receiving a 
dose in excess of 100 millirem in any 7 
consecutive days. 

Contrary to this requirement, on 
September 28, 1983, radiation levels 
existed in an unrestricted area adjacent 
to a radioactive materials storage 
location of such magnitude that if an 


individual were continuously present in 


this area, he could have received a dose 
of 200 millirem in 7 consecutive days. 

4. 10 CFR 20.201(b} requires that each 
licensee make or cause to be made 
surveys as: (a) May be necessary for the 
licensee to comply with the regulations 
in 10 CFR Part 20, and {b) are 
reasonable under the circumstances to 
evaluate the extent of radiation hazards 
that may be present. 

Contrary to this requirement, as of 
September 30, 1983, radiation surveys 
had not been conducted of an 





unrest-icted area adjacent to where 
curie quantities of licensed material 
were stored. 

5. License Condition 16 requires, in 


Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, 
Part 71, “Packaging of Radioactive 
Material for Transport and 
Transportation of Radioactive Material 

10 CFR 71.5{a) requires, in part, that 
no licensee shall transport any licensed 
material outside the confines of his plant 
or other place of use, or deliver any 
licensed material to a carrier for 
transport, unless the licensee complies 
with applicable requirements of the 
regulations appropriate to the mode of 
transport of the Department of 
‘Transportation in 49 CFR Parts 170-189. 

a. Contrary to 49 CFR 172.200{a), 
shipping papers were not provided for 
packages containing Type A quantities 
of radioactive material when 
transported on public highways in 
Wyoming. 

b. Contrary to 49 CFR 172.403, the 
licensee stated that the shipping 
container used for transporting a well- 
logging source was not labeled with an 
appropriate radioactive yellow-III label 
when being transported on public 
highways in Wyoming. 

c. Contrary to 49 CFR 173.425{a), the 
licensee did not possess the 
Specification 7A package certification 
for Type A quantities of licensed 
material transported on public highways 
in Wyoming. 

d. Contrary to 49 CFR 173.476{a), the 
licensee did not possess the certification 
for Special Form Material transported 
on public highways in Wyoming. 

e. Contrary to 49 CFR 178.350-3, the 
package used to transport Type A 
quantities of radioactive material! did 
not have the required markings (“USA 
DOT7A Type A”). 

6. 10 CFR 19.11 (a) and (b) requires, in 
part, that each licensee shall post 
current copies of specified regulations 
and the license, or a notice specifying 
where such documents may be 
examined. 

Contrary to this requirement, neither - 
the documents nor a notice were posted 
on September 28, 1983. 

7. 10 CFR 19.12 requires, in part, that 
each licensee shall instruct individuals 
working in restricted areas of the 
precautions and procedures to minimize 
exposures to radiation and radioactive 
materials and in the applicable 
provisions of the Commission's 
regulations and licenses. 

Contrary to this requirement, the 
licensee had not provided such 
instructions to an individual who 


performed as an operator where 
licensed material was used and stored. 

8. 10 CFR 20.203(e)(1) requires that 
each area or room in which licensed 
material is used or stored and which 
contains any radioactive material in an 
amount exceeding 10 times the quantity 
of such material specified in Appendix C 
of Part 20, shall be conspicuously posted 
with a sign or signs bearing the 
radiation caution symbol and the words: 
CAUTION (or DANGER) 
RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL. 

Contrary to this requirement, on 
September 28, 1983, an area used for the 
storage of a package containing curie 
quantities of americium-241 was not 
pasted with such a sign. 

9. 10 CFR 30.51(a) requires each 
person who receives byproduct material 
pursuant to a license issued pursuant to 
the regulations in this part shall keep 
records showing the receipt, transfer, 
and disposal of such byproduct material. 

Contrary to this requirement, on 
September 28 and 30, 1983, records for 
receipt of licensed material were not 
available at the licensee's place of use 
for a well-logging source containing 
curie quantities of americium-241, and 
the licensee did not know if it possessed 
a 3-curie or a 5-curie source. 

Under section 186 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, a 
license may be suspended or revoked 
for, among other things, conditions 
which would warrant the Commission to 
refuse to grant a license on an initial 
application or for failure to observe the 
terms of the license, Commission 
regulations, or the Atomic Energy Act. 
As indicated above, the licensee’s action 
evinced a complete and careless 
disregard of NRC requirements and a 
lack of control over its licensed 
operation. Had the Commission known 
at the time the license application was 
received that the licensee would not 
adhere to the requirements of its license 
and NRC regulations, no license would 
have been issued. The Commission can 
no longer rely on this licensee to comply 
with NRC requirements. 

In sum, the licensee's actions 
demonstrate that it is unable and 
unwilling to comply with NRC 
requirements, including those associated 
with basic radiation safety. Accordingly, 
public health and safety require 
issuance of an order to show cause why 
the license should not be revoked. 

In view of the licensee's willful 
disregard of the Commission's 
requirements and lack of control of its 
licensed operation, the Director, Office 
of Inspection and Enforcement, has 
determined that no prior notice is 
required and pursuant to10CFR . 
2.202({a)(1), License Number 49-19585-01 
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should be suspended effective 
immediately pending further order. 


Accordingly, pursuant to sections 81, 
161b and 186 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended, and the 
Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 
Parts 2 and 30, it is hereby ordered that: 

1. Effective immediately, the licensee's 
authorization under License Number 49- 
18585-01 to receive or use byproduct 
material is suspended, except as 
permitted in Condition 2 below; 

2. Effective immediately, the licensee 
shall place all byproduct material in its 
possession in licked storage or transfer 
such material to a person authorized to 
receive the material; and 

3. The licensee shall show cause, in 
the manner hereinafter provided, why 
its authorization under License Number 
49-19585-01 to receive, possess and use 
byproduct material should not be 
revoked. 


IV 


The licensee may show cause, within 
25 days after issuance of this Order, as 
required by Section IILC, above, by 
filing a written answer under oath or 
affirmation setting forth the matters of 
fact and law on which the licensee 
relies. The licensee may answer, as 
provided in 10 CFR 2.202(d), by 
consenting to the entry of an Order in 
substantially the form proposed in this 
Order to Show Cause. Upon failure of 
the licensee to file an answer within the 
specified time, the Director, Office of 
Inspection and Enforcement, may issue 
without further notice an Order revoking 
the license as described in Section III, 
above. 


Vv 


The licensee may request a hearing 
within 25 days after issuance of this 
Order. Any answer to this Order or any 
request for hearing shall be submitted to 
the Director, Office of Inspection and 
Enforcement, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555. A 
copy shall also be sent to the Executive 
Legal Director at the same address and 
to the Regional Administrator, NRC 
Region IV, 611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 
1000, Arlington, Texas 76100. A request 
for hearing shall not stay the immediate 
effectiveness of section III of this order. 

If a hearing is requested by the 
licensee, the Commission will issue an 
order designating the time and place of 
any hearing. If a hearing is held, the 
issue to be considered at such hearing 
shall be: ; 

Whether, on the basis of the matters 
set forth in section II of this Order, 
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Licenge No. 49-19585-01 should be 
revoked. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 13 day of 
October 1983. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Richard C. DeYoung, 
Director, Office of Inspection and 
Enforcement. 
{FR Doc. 83-28739 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


{License No. 37-21014-01 EA 83-112] 
Roof Auditing Services; Order to Show 


Roof Auditing Services, P.O. Box 22, 
Oreland, Pennsylvania, 19075 (the 
“Licensee”) is the holder of a specific 
byproduct material license issued by the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the 
“Commission”) pursuant to 10 CFR Part 
30. The license, issued on June 4, 1982, 
and due to expire on June 30, 1987, 
authorizes the use, storage, and transfer 
of byproduct material as stated in the 
Licensee's application dated March 22, 
1982 and letter supplementing that 
application dated May 27, 1982. 


In a byproduct application dated 
March 22, 1982, the Licensee requested a 
license to possess a moisture gauge 
containing americium-241. By letter 
dated May 20, 1982, the Licensee was 
informed that the license could not be 
issued unless additional commitments 
and descriptions were submitted in 
support of the application. In a letter 
dated May 27, 1982, the Licensee 
provided the requested information. 
Specifically, the Licensee stated that a 
named individual would be the 
designated user of byproduct material, 
the named individual had completed a 
manufacturer's training course in the use 
of moisture gauges containing byproduct 
material, film badges would be obtained 
and exchanged monthly, the moisture 
gauge would be stored and secured in a 
cinder block and concrete garage 
located about 500 feet from where 
people work, and every six months leak 
testing of the sealed source would be 
accomplished by using a commercial 
leak test kit. License Number 37-21014— 
01 was subsequently issued on June 4, 
1982 and incorporated these 
commitments as requirements by 
Condition 17 of the license. 

In a letter dated September 9, 1983, 
the sole individual named on the license 
as authorized to use the gauge 
containing byproduct material informed 


the Commission that he was no longer 
employed by the Licensee. The named 
individual requested that his name be 
deleted from License Number 37-21014- 
01. 


Il 


As a result of this disclosure, an NRC 
inspector visited the Licensee's facility 
at 4 Red Oak, Oreland, Pennsylvania, on 
October 6, 1983. An individual at this 
address informed the NRC inspector 
that the Licensee’s president was not at 
the facility. The NRC inspector 
requested admittance to inspect the 
gauge. The individual denied the 
inspector admittance and stated that the 
moisture gauge was not at the location 
but was being used at a job site. 

Contact with the Licensee's president 
was made at approximately 6:30 p.m. on 
October 6, 1983. Arrangements were 
made during a return call at 8:15 a.m. on 
October 7, 1983 for an inspection of the 
gauge and review of records at 10:30 
a.m. on October 7, 1983. 

The results of this inspection 
indicated that the moisture gauge had 
been in use since the departure of the 
sole named individual authorized to use 
the source. Based on an initial review of 
the inspection findings, the following 
violations have been identified: 

1. License Condition 12, requires that 
licensed material be used by, or under 
the supervision and in the physical 
presence of, a single named individual. 

Contrary to this requirement, from 
September 9, 1983 to October 6, 1983 
licensed material was used by 
individuals not named on the license 
and the named user was not physically 
present and had left the employment of 
the licensee. 

2. License Condition 17 requires, in 
part, that licensed material be stored in 
a cinder block and concrete garage 
located 500 feet from where people 
work. 

Contrary to this requirement, as of 
October 7, 1983, the licensed material 
was stored in a garage that is an integral 
part of the residence. There is no cinder 
block and concrete garage located away 
from the facility at the storage address 
listed on the license. 

3. License Condition 17 requires, in 
part, that the Licensee use film badges 
supplied by a specific film badge 
supplier. 

Contrary to this requirement, as of 
October 7, 1983, the Licensee has not 
used film badges supplied by the 
specified supplier nor could the Licensee 
produce any evidence that film badges 
had ever been procured or used. 

During the inspection, the inspector 
also found that the Licensee did not 
currently have any employees who had 


completed training given by the 
manufacturer of the gauge. The 
Licensee’s president also stated that the 
cinder block and concrete garage 
described in the May 27, 1983 letter 
referenced in the license is located at a 
different location. Although the 
Licensee's president apparently 
understood NRC requirements, he had 
neglected to take action to ensure 
compliance with these requirements. 


IV 


Under Section 186 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, a 
license may be suspended or revoked 
for a finding which would warrant the 
Commission to refuse to grant a license 
on initial application. As stated above, 
on October 7, 1983, the Licensee had 
neither the personnel nor the storage 
facilities described in a letter dated May 
27, 1982. Had the Commission known at 
the time the license was applied for that 
the moisture gauge would be used by 
persons not authorized by the license 
and that the Licensee would not 
implement its license conditions, no 
license would have been issued. The 
Commission can no longer rely on this 
Licensee to comply with Commission 
requirements. 

In sum, the Licensee’s actions 
demonstrate that it is unable or 
unwilling to comply with Commission 
requirements, including those associated 
with basic radiation safety. Accordingly, 
the public health and safety requires 
issuance of an Order to Show Cause 
why the Licensee’s specific license to 
use byproduct material should not be 
revoked. NRC Enforcement Policy, 10 
CFR Part 2, Appendix C, IV.C. 

In view of the Licensee's willful 
noncompliance with the Commission's 
requirements and current inability to 
come into compliance, I have 
determined that no prior notice is 
required and, pursuant to 10 CFR 
2.202(f), License No. 37-21014—01 should 
be suspended effective immediately 
pending further order. 


Vv 


. Accordingly, pursuant to Sections 81, 
161b and 186 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended, and the 
Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 
Parts 2 and 30, it is hereby ordered that: 

A. Effective immediately, the 
Licensee’s authorization under License 
No. 37-21014-01 to receive or use 
byproduct material is suspended, except 
as permitted in Condition B below; 

B. Effective immediately, the Licensee 
shall place all byproduct material in its 
possession in locked storage or transfer 





such material to a person authorized to 
receive the material; and 

* C. The Licensee shall show cause, in 
the manner hereinafter provided. why 
License No. 37-21014-01 should not be 
revoked. 

VI 


The Licensee may show cause, within 
25 days after issuance of this Order, as 
required by Section V.C., above, by 
filing 2 written angwer under oath or 
affirmation setting forth the matters of 
fact and law on which the Licensee 
relies. The Licensee may answer, as 


stay the immediate effectiveness of 
sections V.A and V.B of this order. 
Sei arora the 
Licensee, the Commission will issue an 
order designating the time and place of 
any hearing. If a hearing is held, the 
issue to be considered at such hearing 
shall be: Whether, on the basis of the 
matters set forth in this Order, License 
No. 37-21014-01 should be revoked. 
Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 13th day 
of October 1983. 
For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Richard C. DeYoung, 
Director, Office of Inspection and 
Enforcement. 
{FR Doc. 63-28740 Filed 10-20-83, &45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-™ 


[Docket No. 50-506-OL] 


Washington Public Power Supply 
System (WPPSS Nuciear Project No. 3); 
Assignment of Atomic Safety and 
Licensing Appeai Board 

Notice is hereby given that, in 
accordance with the authority conferred 
by 10 CFR 2.787(a}, the Chairman of the 


Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal 
Panel has assigned the following panel 
mesnbers to serve as the Atomic Safety 
and Licensing Appeal Board for this 
operating license proceeding: 

Alan S. Rosenthal, Chairman 

Gary J. Edles 

Howard A. Wilber. 


Dated: October 24, 1983. 
C. Jean Shoemaker, 
Secretary to the Appeal Board. 
[FR Dic. 83-28737 Filed 10-20-83: &45 amj 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-m 


Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards, Subcommittee on 
Systematic Evaluation Program; 
Meeting 


The ACRS Subcommittee on the 
Systematic Evaluation Program (Big 
Rock Point) will hold a meeting on 
November 7, 1983, Room 1046, 1717 H 
Street. NW., Washington, D.C. 

In accordance with the procedures 
outlined in the Federal Register on 
September 28, 1983 (48 FR 44291), oral or 
written statements may be presented by 
members of the public, recordings will 
be permitted only during those portions 
of the meeting when a transcript is being 
kept, and questions may be asked only 
by members of the Subcommittee, its 
consultants, and Staff. Persons desiring 
to make oral statements should notify 
the Designated Federal Employee as far 
in advance as practicable so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made 
to allow the necessary time during the 
meeting for such statements. 

The entire meeting will be open to 
public attendance. 

The agenda for subject meeting shall 
be as follows: 


Monday, November 7, 1983—8:30 a.m. 
Until the Conclusion of Business 


The Subcommittee will continue 
discussion of the Systematic Evaluation 
Program and other outstanding 
regulatory issues pertinent to Big Rock 
Point with representatives of Consumers 
Power Company and the NRC Staff. 

During the initial portion of the 
meeting, the Subcommittee, along with 
any of its consultants who may be 
present, will exchange preliminary 
views regarding matters to be 
considered during the balance of the 
meeting. 

Further information regarding topics 
to be discussed, whether the meeting 
has been cancelled or rescheduled, the 


“Subcommittee Chairman's ruling on 


requests for the opportunity to present 
oral statements and the time allotted 
therefor can be obtained by a prepaid 
telephone call to the cognizant 
Designated Federal Employee, Mr. 
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Herman Alderman (telephone 202/634- 
1414) between 8:15 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.. 
EDT. 


Dated: October 14, 1983. 
John C. Hoyie, 
Advisory Committee Management Officer. 
[PR Doc. 63-28741 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


POSTAL RATE COMMISSION 
[Order No. 528; Docket No. A83-29) 


Wendell, New Hampshire 03783 (Vivian 
E. Duling, Petitioner); Accepting 
Appeal and Establishing Procedural 
Schedule 


Issued: October 13, 1983. 


Before Commissioners: Janet D. 
Steiger, Chairman, John W. Crutcher, 
Vice-Chairman; Simeon M. Bright; James 
H. Duffy; Henry R. Folsom. 

Docket number: A83-29. 

Name of affected post office: Wendell. 
New Hampshire, 03783. 

Name{s) of petitioner(s): Vivian E. 
Duling. 

Type of determination: Closing. 

Date of filing of appeal papers: 
September 29, 1983. 

Categories of issues apparently 
raised: 

1. Effect on community served by 
office [39 U.S.C. 404{b){2)(A)}. 

2. Effective and Regular Postal 
Services [39 U.S.C. 404{b)(2)(C)}. 

Other legal issues may be disclosed 
by the record when it is filed; or, 
conversely, the determination made by 
the Postal Service may be found to 
dispose of one or more of’these issues. 

In the interest of expedition within the 
120-day decision schedule [39 U.S.C. 
404{b)(5)] the Commission reserves the 
right to request of the Postal Service 
memoranda of law on any appropriate 
issue. If requested, such memoranda will 
be due 20 days from the issuance of the 
request; a copy shall be served on the 
Petitioner(s). In a brief or motion to 
dismiss or affirm, the Postal Service may 
incorporate by reference any such 
memorandum previously filed. 

The Commission orders: 

(A) The record in this appeal shall be 
filed on or before October 14, 1983. 

(B) The Secretary shall publish this 
Notice and Order and Procedural 
Schedule in the Federal Register. 


By the Commission. 
Charles L. Clapp, 
Secretary. 
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[FR Doc. 63-28647 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7715-01-™ 


SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
[Application No. 03/03-0167) 


An Application for a license to 
operate as a small business investment 
company under the provisions of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958, 
as amended (15 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), has 
been filed by Lehigh Valley Ventures, 
Ltd., a limited partnership, located at 
211 South Broad Street, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 19107, with the Small 
Business Administration (SBA), 
pursuant to 13 CFR 107.102 (1983). 

Limited partnership units are being 
offered through a private placement 
offering to investors. The limited 
partners are not yet known. The total 
net partnership capital has been 
estimated to be $2,000,000 and will be a 
source of equity capital and long-term 
loan funds for qualified small business 
concerns whose needs might not be met 
by traditional funding sources. 

The following general partners will 
contribute $100,000 to the partnership 
capital: 

Mr. James B. Hovis, Avenue of the Arts 
Building, Broad & Chestnut Streets, 
Suite 914, Philadelphia, PA 19107 

Mr. Joseph P. Nolan, Avenue of the Arts 
Building, Broad & Chestnut Streets, 
Suite 914, Philadelphia, PA 19107 

Mr. Aman M. Barber, Jr., 515 Linden 
Street, P.O. Box 1728, Allentown, PA 
18105. 

Lehigh Valley Venture Corporation, 
Avenue of the Arts Building, Broad & 
Chestnut Streets, Suite 914, 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 


Lehigh Valley Venture Corporation is 
owned by the following individuals: 


APPENDIX 


see 39 CFR 3001.111(b)). 
Brief [see 39 CFR 3001.115(a) and (b)). 
3001.115(c)I. 


The applicant intends to conduct its 
operations principally in the State of 
Pennsylvania. 

Matters involved in SBA’s 
considerations of the application include 
the general business reputation and 
character of the proposed owners and 
management, and the probability of 
successful operations of the new 
company under their management, 
including adequate profitability and 
financial soundness in accordance with 
the Act and Regulations. 

Notice is hereby given that any person 
may (not later than 15 days from the 
publication of this Notice) submit 
written comments on the proposed 
company to the Deputy Associate 
Administrator for Investment, Small 
Business Administration, 1441 “L” 
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20416. 

A copy of this Notice shall be 
published in a newspaper of general 
circulation in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.011, Small Business 
Investment Companies) 

Dated: October 13, 1983. 


Robert G. Lineberry, 

Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 

[FR Doc. 83-28759 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-™ 


OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES 
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE 


Trade Policy Staff Committee Review; 
Review and Solicitation of Public 
Comment; Proposed Modification of 
the List of Articles Eligible for Duty- 
Free Treatment Under the U.S. 
Generalized System of Preferences To 
Remove Imports of Certain Cellulose 
Film From Mexico From Duty-Free 


Eligibility 


Notice is hereby given that the Trade 
Policy Staff Committee (TPSC) has 


initiated a review of the removal of 


| films, strips and sheets of cellulose 
plastic material not over 0.003 inches in 


thickness classified under TSUS 771.30 
of the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States Annotated, when imported from 
Mexico, from the list of products eligible 
for duty-free treatment under the U.S. 
Generalized System of Preferences (19 
U.S.C. 2461-2465). The review is 
initiated pursuant to a petition filed by 
E. L Du Pont de Nemours and Company. 
Interested parties are requested to 
provide written comments to the TPSC 
regarding the Du Pont request not later 
than November 30, 1983. A public 
hearing on the proposed modification 
will not be scheduled unless specifically 
requested by an interested party no later 
than November 1, 1983. 


All submissions should conform to 15 
CFR Part 2007 and be submitted in 
twenty copies, in English, to the 
Chairman of the GSP Subcommittee of 
the Trade Policy Staff Committee. 
Information submitted in connection 
with the proposed modification will be 
subject to public inspection by 
appointment with the staff of the GSP 
Information Center, except for 
information granted “business 
confidential” status pursuant to 15 CFR 
2003.6 and 15 CFR 2007.7. Parties 
submitting briefs or statements 
containing confidential information must 
indicate clearly on the cover page of 
each of the twenty copies submitted and 
each page within the document, where 
appropriate, that the confidential 
materials are included. Non-confidential 
summaries of all confidential material 
must be submitted in twenty copies in 
English, at the same time that 
confidential submissions are filed. 


All communications with regard to the 
proposed modification should be 
addressed to the GSP Subcommittee, 
Office of the United States Trade 
Representative, 60 17th Street NW, 
Room 316, Washington, D.C. 20506. The 
telephone number of the GSP 
Subcommittee is (202) 395-6971. 





Questions may also be directed to any 
member of the staff of the GSP 


the United States to implement changes 
in the import relief. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: October 20, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INTORMATION CONTACT: 
Catherine Curtiss, United States Trade 
Representative (202) 395-4946. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION. 
Presidential Proclamation 5074 of July 
19, 1983 (48 FR 33233), provided for the 
temporary imposition of increased 
tariffs and quantitative restrictions on 
certain stainless steel and alloy tool 
steel imported imto the United States, 
pursuant to séction 203 of the Trade Act 
of 1974. Specified steels not produced in 
the United States or produced in smal! 
quantities were exempted from the 
import relief. 

Proclamation 5074 authorizes the U.S. 
Trade Representative to take such 
ae — emp aan for 

ni tes as may be necessary 

to administer and implement the relief, 
including negotiating orderly marketing 
agreements and allocating quota 
quantities on a country-by-country 
basis. The U.S. Trade Representative is 
also authorized to make modifications in 
the Tariff Schedules of the United States 
(TSUS) headnote or items proclaimed by 
the President in order to implement such 
actions. 


Accordingly, the U.S. Trade 
Representative has determined that the 
quota quantities should be allocated on 
a country-by-country basis and that 
additional articles should be exempted 
from the application of the import relief. 
These articles are not produced in the 
United States or are produced in such 
small quantities that their exemption 
would not have an adverse impact on 
the U.S. industry. These changes are 


being made as a result of negotiations 
with Argentina, Austria, Canada, Japan, 
Poland, Spain and Sweden. 

In conformity with the above, 
paragraph (a) of headnote 10, subpart A. 
part 2 of the Appendix to the TSUS is 
modified by deleting the period at the 
end thereof and substituting a semicolon 
therefor, and by inserting‘in numerical 
sequence the following new 
Sar 
“(v) The term “stainless steel of the 
type described in headnote 10{a}(v)” 
refers to the stainless steel grades 
described in either subparagraph (A) or 
(B) below which contain, in addition to 
iron, each of the following elements by 
weight in the amounts specified: 


(A) 

Carbon: Not more than 0.02 percent; 

Silicon: Not less than 0.2 percent nor more 
than 0.8 percent; 5 

Manganese: Not less than 0.2 percent nor 
more than 1.0 percent; 

Chromium: Not less than 19.5 percent nor 
more than 20.5 percent; 

Nickel: Not less than 17.5 percent nor more 
than 18.5 percent; 

Molybdenum: Not less than 6.0 percent nor 
more than 6.5 percent; 

Nitrogen: Not less than 0.18 percent nor more 
than 0.22 percent; 

Copper: Not less than 0.5 percent nor more 
than 1.0 percent; 

Sulfur: Net more than 0.03 percent; 

Phosphorus: Not more than 0.04 percent; or 


(B) 


Carbon: Not less than 0.05 percent nor more 
than 0.10 percent; 

Silicon: Not less than 1.4 percent nor more 
than 2.0 percent; 

Manganese: Not less than 0.2 percent nor 
more than 0.8 percent; 

Chromium: Not less than 20.0 percent nor 
more than 22.0 percent; 

Nickel: Not less than 10.0 percent nor more 
than 12.0 percent; 

Nitrogen: Not less than 0.14 percent nor more 
than 0.20 percent; 

Cerium: Not less than 0.03 percent nor more 
than 0.08 percent; 

Sulfur: Not more than 0.03 percent; 

Phosphorus: Not more than 0.04 percent; 


(vi) The term “flapper valve steel” 
refers to stainless steel strip not over 
0.05 inch in thickness, certified by the 
importer of record or the ultimate 


consignee at the time of entry for use in - 


the manufacture of stainless steel 
flapper valves for compressors; 

(vii) The term “rotor steel for 
hysteresis motors’ refers to tool steel 
strip not over 0.05 inch in thickness 
containing by weight not less than 0.5 
percent carbon and not less than 5.5 
percent tungsten, certified by the 
importer of record or the ultimate 
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consignee at the time of entry for use in 
the manufacture of rotor rings or cups 
for hysteresis motors; 

(viii) The term “fool steel of the type 
described in headnote 10{a)(viii)” refers 
to the alloy tool steel grades described 
in any one of the subparagraphs (A) 
through {F) below which contain, in 
addition to iron, each of the following 
elements by weight in the amount 
specified: 


(A) 

Carbon: Not less than 0.35 percent nor more 
than 1.05 percent; 

Manganese: Not less than 0.95 percent nor 
more than 1.75 percent; 

Sulfur: Less than 0.03 percent; 

Phosphorus: Less than 0.03 percent; 

Silicon: Not less than 0.45 percent nor more 
than 0.90 percent; 

Chromium: Not less than 0.90 percent nor 
more than 1.80 percent; 

Nickel: Less than 0.35 percent; 

Copper: Less than 0.35 percent; 

Molybdenum: Less than 0.10 percent; 


(B) 

Carbon: Not less than 0.95 percent; nor more 
than 1.05 percent; 

Manganese: Not less than 0.95 percenf; nor 
more than 1.25 percent; 

Sulfur: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Phosphorus: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Silicon: Not less than 0.45 percent; nor more 
than 0.75 percent; 

Chromium: Not less than 0.90 percent; nor 
more than 1.20 percent; 

Nickel: Not more than 0.25 percent; 

Copper: Not more than 0.35 percent; 

Molybdenum: Not more than 0.08 percent; 


() 

Carbon: Not less than 0.85 percent; nor more 
than 1.00 percent; 

Manganese: Not less than 1.40 percent; nor 
more than 1.70 percent; 

Sulfur: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Phosphorus: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Silicon: Not less than 0.50 percent; nor more 
than 0.80 percent; 

Chromium: Not less than 1.40 percent; nor 
more than 1.80 percent; 

Nickel: Not more than 0.25 percent; 

Copper: Not more than 0.35 percent; 

Molybdenum: Not more than 0.08 percent; 


(D) 


Carbon: Not less than 0.95 percent; nor more 
than 1.10 percent; 

Manganese: Not less than 0.65 percent; nor 
more than 0.90 percent; 

Sulfur: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Phosphorus: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Silicon: Not less than 0.20 percent nor more 
than 0.35 percent; 

Chromium: Not less than 1.10 percent nor 
more than 1.50 percent; 

Nickel: Not more than 0.25 percent; 

Copper: Not more than 0.35 percent; 
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Molybdenum: Not less than 0.20 percent nor 
more than 0.30 percent; 


(E) 


Carbon: Not less than 0.95 percent nor more 
than 1.10 percent; 

Manganese: Not less than 1.05 percent nor 
more than 1.35 percent; 

Sulfur: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Phosphorus: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Silicon: Not less than 0.20 percent nor more 
than 0.35 percent; 

Chromium: Not less than 1.10 percent nor 
more than 1.50 percent; 

Nickel: Not more than 0.25 percent; 

Copper: Not more than 0.35 percent; 

Molybdenum: Not less than 0.45 percent nor 
more than 0.60 percent; or 


() 

Carbon: Not less than 0.92 percent nor more 
than 1.02 percent; 

Manganese: Not less than 0.25 percent nor 
more than 0.40 percent; 

Sulfur: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Phosphorus: Not more than 0.025 percent; 

Silicon: Not less than 0.25 percent nor more 
than 0.40 percent; 

Chromium: Not less than 1.65 percent nor 
more than 1.95 percent; 


Nickel: Not more than 0.25 percent; 

Copper: Not more than 0.35 percent; 

Molybdenum: Not less than 0.18 percent nor 
more than 0.40 percent; 

Aluminum: Not more than 0.05 percent; 


Certified by the importer of record or the 
ultimate consignee at the time of entry“ 
for use in the manufacture of ball or 
roller bearings 

In addition paragraphs (c) and (d) of 
headnote 10, subpart A, part 2 of the 
Appendix to the TSUS are modified to 
read as follows: 


(c) Carryover.—Whenever the quota 
quantity specified for any of the individually 
named countries for an item has not been 
entered during any restraint period, entry 
may be made during ths subsequent restraint 
period of an amount up to 20 percent (10 
percent in the case of shortfalls occurring in 
the restraint period April 20 through July 19 of 
any year) of the base limit for the restraint 
period in which the shortfall occurs, but not 
to exceed the difference between the quota 
quantity specified for such restraint period 
and the amount entered during that period; 
and such amount shall not be counted against 
the quota quantity therefor. 

(d) Exceeding restraint levels.—The 
restraint level for any quota quantity 


allocated to any of the named 
countries may be eee more than 
10 percent during any restraint period, except 
that the restraint levels for the period April 
20 through July 19 for 1984, 1985, or 1986 may 
be exceeded by not more than 3 percent, and 
shall not be exceeded for that period in 1987. 
if a quota quantity is exceeded during a 
restraint period, a downward adjustment of 
the corresponding quota quantity for the next 
restraint period in the absolute amount the 
preceding restraint level was exceeded shall 
be made. 


The article description in TSUS item 
926.00 is modified by deleting “and” 
from the parenthetical phrase and by 
inserting after “sheet” the following: 

_ cold-rolled sheets of stainless steel, over 71 
inches in width, stainless steel of the type 
described in headnote 10{a){v), and flapper 
valve steel. 


The article description in a ae 
926.05 is modified by inserting aft 
“steel” the following: “(except tities 
steel of the type described in headnote 
10fa)(v))”. 


BILLING CODE 3190-01-™ 
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I have determined that the above 
allocations and other changes in the 
import relief are appropriate to carry out 
the authority granted by the President to 
the U.S. Trade Representative and the 
obligations of the United States, with 
due consideration to the interests of the 
domestic producers of such specialty 
steel. This action is subject to further 
modification. 


Dated: October 19, 1983. 
William E. Brock, 
United States Trade Representative. 
[FR Doc. 83-28850 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3190-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Aviation Administration 


Radio Technical Commission for 
Aeronautics (RTCA), Executive 


Pursuant to section 10{a)(2) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub. 
L. 92-463; 5 U.S.C. App. I) notice is 
hereby given of a meeting of the RTCA 
Executive Committee to be held on 
November 14, 1983, in salons E and D, 
Marriott Crystal Gateway Hotel, 1700 
Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington, 
Virginia commencing at 2:00 p.m. 

The Agenda for this meeting is as 
follows: (1) Approval of Minutes of 
Meeting Held on September 23, 1983; (2) 
Chairman's Report on RTCA 
Administration and Activities; (3) 


Special Committee Activities Report for — 


September and October, 1983; (4) 
Review of the Future Planning Group 
Report; (5) Consideration of Establishing 
New Special Committees; (6) Review of 
European Organization for Civil 
Aviation Electronics (EUROCAE) 
Activities; (7) Comments and Reports by 


Representatives from International 
Associates; and (8) Other Business. 

Attendance is open to the interested 
public but limited to space available. 
With the approval of the Chairman, 
members of the public may present oral 
statements at the meeting. Persons 
wishing to present statements or obtain 
information should contact the RTCA 
Secretariat, 1425 K Street, NW., Suite 
500, Washington, D.C. 20005, (202) 682- 
0266. Any member of the public may 
present a written statement to the 
committee at any time. 

Issued in Washington, D.C. on October 14, 
1983. 
Karl F. Bierach, 
Designated Officer. 
[FR Doc. 83-28695 Filed 10-20-83; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 


Workshop for Modeling Human 
Kinematics and Vehicle Structural 
Responses; Public Meetings 

The NHTSA intends to hold a 
workshop for modeling human 
kinematics and vehicle structural 
responses. The program will be 
structured to permit professionals from 
government, industry and academia to 
make informal presentations of their 
modeling activities in the area of human 
motions and impacts during vehicle 
crashes. 

The workshop intends to address 
modeling techniques and the use of 
models with emphasis on the following 
topics: 

1. Human kinematic simulations, such 
as single and multiple mass models, 2-D 
and 3-D lumped mass simulations, etc., 
employed to assess human responses in 
a dynamic crash environment. 


2. Mathematical simulations of human 
body segments and vehicle components 
which are employed in the study of 
impact responses of specific body areas. 

3. Mathematical simulations of vehicle 
crash events. 

4. Data collection, display methods, 
and visual aids. 

The presentations will be informal 
and structured to encourage a free 
exchange of current scientific 
knowledge. The session format will 
depend on the number of presentations. 
Due to anticipated large participation 
and to keep the workshop to a most 
constructive format, only those who 
have advised NHTSA in writing of their 
desire to participate will be invited to 
comment. The printed proceedings of the 
workshop will include papers of only 
those authors who provide a prepared 
manuscript at the time of the meeting 
and request in writing its printing. 

The workshop is planned to be held in 
Washington, D.C., on January 11-13, 
1984. The workshop will convene at 
2:30 p.m., Wednesday, January 11, 1984, 
following the regular NHTSA/Industry 
quarterly meeting. Those interested in 
participating in these proceedings 
should send their names, institutional 
affiliations, address, title(s) and 
abstract(s) of their presentations(s) on 
or before November 15, 1983, to S. 
Backaitis, NRM-12, Office of Vehicle 
Safety Standards, National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, 
Washington, D.C. 20590. Each registrant 
subsequently will be notified of the 
precise location of the meeting. 

Issued in Washington, D.C. on October 17, 
1983. 

Kennerly H. Digges, 

Acting Associate Administrator for 
Rulemaking. 

[FR Doc. 63-28673 Filed 10-20-83: &45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-59-M 
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NQe on 


Deletion of Agenda Item From October 
18th Closed Meeting. 
October 18, 1983. 

The following item has been deleted 
from the list ef agenda items scheduled 
for consideration at the October 19, 
1983, Closed Meeting and previously 
listed in the Commission's Notice of 
October 12, 1983. 


Agenda, Item No, and Subject 

General—1—Administrative Federal Tort 
Claim of the estate of Conrad B. Lahser. Ill. 

William J. Tricarico, 

Secretary, Federal Communications 

Commission. 

[S-1484-83 Filed 10-19-83; 12:29 pmj 

BILLING CODE 6712-01- 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Deletion of Agenda Item From October 
_ 19th Open Meeting 
October 18. 1983 

The following item has been deleted 
at the request of the Office of the 
Chairman from the list of agenda items 
scheduled for consideration at the 
October 19, 1983, Open Meeting and 
previously listed in the Commission's 
Notice of October 12, 1983. 


Agenda, Item No. and Subject 

Video—1—Petition for Expedited Special 
Relief and Declaratory Ruling (CSR-2347) 
filed on May 18, 1983, by Earth Satellite 
Communications, Inc. (ESC). 

William J. Tricarico, 

Secretary, Federal Communications 

Commission. 

[S-1483-83 Filed 10-19-83: 12:29 pm] 

BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

DATE AND Time: Thursday, October 27, 

1983, 10 a.m. 

PLACE: 1325 K Street, NW., Washington, 

D.C. (fifth floor). 

STATUS: This meeting will be open to the 

public. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 

Setting of dates of future meetings 

Correction and approval of minutes 

Eligibility report for candidates to receive 
Presidential Primary Matching Funds 

Draft Advisory Opinion 1983-26: J. Curtis 
Berge on behalf of NCPAC 

Routine Administrative matters 

DATE AND Time: Thursday, October 27, 

1983 immediately following close of 

open session. 

PLACE: 1325 K Street NW., Washington, 

D.C. 

Status: This meeting will be closed to 

the public. 

ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED: Compliance. 

Litigation. Audits. Personnel. 

PERSON TO CONTACT FOR MORE 

INFORMATION: Mr. Fred Eiland, 

Information Officer, telephone: 202-523- 

4065. 

Marjorie W. Emmons, 

Secretary of the Commission. 

[S-1482-83 Filed 10-19-83; 10:13 am} 

BILLING CODE 6715-01-M 


a 


FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE 

CORPORATION 

DATE AND Time: October 25, 1983, 2:30 

p.m. 

PLACE: 1776 G Street NW., Washington, 

D.C., Conference Room 4-G. 

STATUS: Open/closed. 

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 

INFORMATION: Alan B. Hausman, 1776 G 

Street NW., P.O. Box 37248, Washington, 

D.C. 20013; (202) 789-4763. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 

Open: Adoption of Corporaie Logo and 
Insignia 

Closed: Minutes of September 21, 1983, Board 
of Directors’ Meeting Minute Entry 

Closed: President's Report 

Closed: Financial Report Minute Entry 
Dated: October 18, 1983. 

[S-1480-83 Filed 10-18-83; 4:25 pm} 

BILLING CODE 6720-01-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

TIME AND DATE: Approximately 11 a.m, 
Wednesday, October 26, 1983, following 
a recess at the conclusion of the open 
meeting. 


PLACE: 20th Street and Constitution 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20551. 


STATus: Closed. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 


1. Personnel actions (appointments, 
promotions, asignments, reassignments, and 
salary actions) involving individual Federal 
Reserve System employees. 

2. Any items carried forward from a 
previously announced meeting. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mr. Joseph R. Conte, 
Assistant to the Board (202) 452-3204. 


Dated: October 18, 1983. 


James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 


{S-1481-83 Filed 10-19-83 10:10 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


TIME AND DATE: Approximately 11 a.m., 
Wednesday, October 26, 1983, following 
a recess at the conclusion of the open 
meeting. 


PLACE: 20th Street and Constitution 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20551. 


status: Closed. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 


1. Personnel actions (appointments, 
promotions, assignments, reassignments, and 
salary actions) involving individual Federal 
Reserve System employees. 

2. Any items carried forward from a 
previously announced meeting. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mr. Joseph R. Coyne, 
Assistant to the Board (202) 452-3204. 


Dated: October 18, 1983. 
James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 


[S-1487-83 Filed 10-19-83; 4:34 pm] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 
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Notice is hereby given, pursuant to the 
provisions of the Government in the 
Sunshine Act, Pub. L. 94-409, that the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
will hold the following meetings during 
the week of October 24, 1983, at 450 5th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

Closed meetings will be held on 
Tuesday, October 25, 1983, at 1 p.m. and 
on Thursday, October 27, 1983, at 9 a.m. 
Open meetings will be held on October 
27, 1983, at 10 a.m., 2:30 p.m. and 3 p.m. 
in Room 1C30. 

The Commissioners, Counse! to the 
Commissioners, the Secretary of the 
Commission, and recording secretaries 
will attend the closed meetings. Certain 
staff members who are responsible for 
the calendared matters may be present. 

The General Counsel of the 
Commission, or his designee, has 
certified that, in his opinion, the items to 
be considered at the closed meetings 
may be considered pursuant to one or 
more of the exemptions set forth in 5 
U.S.C. 552b{c) (4), (8), (9)({A) and (10) and 
17 CFR 200.402{a) (4), (8), (9)(i) and (10). 

Commissioners Evans, Longstreth and 
Treadway voted to consider the items 
listed for the closed meetings in closed 
session. 

The subject matter of the closed 
meeting scheduled for Tuesday, October 
25, 1983, at 1 p.m., will be: 


Settlement of administrative proceedings of 
an enforcement nature 

Institution of administrative proceedings of 
an enforcement nature 

Institution of injunctive actions 

Litigation matter 


The subject matter of the closed 
meeting scheduled for Thursday, 
October 27, 1983, at 9 a.m. will be: 


Regulatory matter regarding financial 
institutions 
The subject matter of the open 
meeting scheduled for Thursday, 
October 27, 1983, at 10 a.m. will be: 


1. Consideration of: (i) Whether the broker- 
dealer registration requirements of Section 
15{a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(the “Exchange Act”) are applicable to banks 
that engage in certain securities activities, 
and (ii) whether banks and savings and loan 
associations that enter into “ orking” 
arrangements wiih registered broker-dealers 
should be required to register separately as 
broker-dealers. For further information, 
please contact Ardith Eymann at (202) 272- 
2844. 

2. Consideration of whether the Division of 
Investment Management should decline to 
respond to a request for interpretive or no- 
action advice made on behalf of certain 
savings and loan associations (“S&L”) which 
argue that they are “banks” as that term is 
used or defined in certain provisions of the 
federal securities laws and, instead, prepares 
an advance notice of proposed Commission 
action which would seek public comment on 
whether the Commission should propose: (a) 
To adopt rules that would exempt: (i) Certain 
S&Ls from the definition of investment 
adviser in the Investment Advisers Act of 
1940 and (ii) common and collective trust 
funds maintained by an S&L from the 
registration requirements of the Investment 
Company Act of 1940, the Securities Act of 
1933 (the “1933 Act”), and the registration, 
reporting and proxy requirements of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the “1934 
Act’); (b) to adopt rules defining the term 
“bank” in the Investment Company Act of 
1940 and the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 
(the “1940 Acts”) and Section 3{a)(12) and 
12{g)}({2)(H) of the 1934 Act to include S&Ls 
which perform specified functions which are 
substantially equivalent to those performed 
by banks; (c) to adopt an interpretation of the 
term “bank” for purposes of the 1940 Acts 
and the 1933 Act and 1934 Act that would 
include S&Ls which perform certain 
functions; and (d) to develop a legislative 
proposal to amend the 1934 and 1940 Acts to 


include, for certain purposes, S&Ls that 
perform functions substantially similar to 
those of banks within the definitions of 
“bank” contained in those Acts. For further 
information, please contact Jeffrey Steele, at 
(202) 272-2039 or Kathleen A. Jackson at (202) 
272-2751. 

3. Consideration of a release proposing 
amendments to Rule 134a under the 
Securities Act of 1933. The rule provides a 
safe harbor from registration under the 
Securities Act for certain written 
communications describing the nature of 
options and options trading. The rule 
presently applies only to instructional or 
educational materials. The 
amendments would extend the rule’s 
coverage to options products and would 

ify the conditions to the rule’s 
availability. For further information, please 
contact Alan L. Dye at (202) 272-2573. 


The subject matter of the open 
meeting scheduled for Thursday, 
October 27, 1983, at 2:30 p.m. will be: 


Oral argument on an appeal by Thomas J. 
Furnari, who was associated with-the broker- 
dealer firms of Blyth, Eastman, Dillon and 
Company, and its successor, Paine, Webber, 
Jackson and Curtis, Inc., from the decision of 
an administrative law judge. 

The subject matter of the open 
meeting scheduled for Thursday, 
October 27, 1983 at 3:00 p.m. will be: 


Oral argument on an appeal by Jesse 
Rosemblum, doing business as Harbine 
Financial Service, a registered investment 
adviser, from the initial decision of an 
administrative law judge. 

At times changes in Commission 
priorities require alterations in the 
scheduling of meeting items. For further 
information and to ascertain what, if 
any, matters have been added, deleted 
or postponed, please contact: Robert 
Lipsher at (202) 272-3195. 


October 18, 1983. 
{S-1485-83 Filed 10-19-83; 1:00 pm] 
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General wage determination decisions 
of the Secretary of Labor specify, in 
accordance with applicable law and on 
the basis of information available to the 
Department of Labor from its study of 
local wage conditions and from other 
sources, the basic hourly wage rates and 
fringe benefit pezyments which are 
determined to be prevailing for the 
deseribed classes of laborers and 
mechanics employed on construction 
projects of the character and in the 
localities specified therein. 

The determinations in these decisions 
of such prevailing rates and fringe 
benefits have been made by authority of 
the Secretary of Labor pursuant to the 
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act of 
March 3, 1931, as amended (46 Stat. 
1494, as amended, 40 U.S.C. 276a) and of 
other Federal statutes referred to in 29 
CFR 1.1 {including the statutes listed at 
36 FR 306 following Secretary of Labor's 
Order No. 24-70) containing provisions 
for the payment of wages which are 
dependent upon determination by the 
Secretary of Labor under the Davis- 
Bacon Act; and pursuant to the 
provisions of part 1 of subtitle A of title 
29 of Code of Federal Regulations, 
Procedure for Predetermination of Wage 
Rates (37 FR 21138) and of Secretary of 
Labor’s Orders 12-71 and 15-71 (36 FR 
8755, 8756). The prevailing rates and 
fringe benefits determined in these 
decisions shall, in accordance with the 
provisions of the foregoing statutes, 
constitute the minimum wages payable 
on Federal and federally assisted 
construction projects to laborers and 
mechanics of the specified classes 
engaged on contract work of the 
character and in the localities described 
therein. 

Good cause is hereby found for not 
utilizing notice and public procedure 
thereon prior to the issuance of these 
determinations as prescribed in 5 U.S.C. 
553 and not providing for delay in 
effective date as prescribed in that 
section, because the necessity to issue 
construction industry wage 
determination frequently and in large 
volume causes procedures to be 
impractical and contrary to the public 
interest. 

General wage determination decisions 
are effective from their date of 


publication in the Federal Register. 
without limitation as to time and are to 
be used in accordance with the 
provisions of 29 CFR Parts 1 and 5. 
Accordingly, the applicable decision , 
together with any modifications issued 
subsequent to its publication date shall 
be made a part of every contract for 
performance of the described work 
within the geographic area indicated as 
required by an applicable Federal 
prevailing wage law and 29 CFR, Part 5. 
The wage rates contained therein shall 
be the minimum paid under such 
contract by contractors and 
subcontractors on the work. 
Modifications and Supersedeas 
Decisions to General Wage 
Determination Decisions 

Modifications and supersedeas 
decisions to general wage determination 
decisions are based upon information 
obtained concerning changes in 
prevailing hourly wage rates and fringe 
benefit payments since the decisions 
were issued. 

The determinations of prevailing rates 
and fringe benefits made in the 
modifications and supersedeas 
decisions have been made by authority 
of the Secretary of Labor pursuant to the 
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act of 
March 3, 1931, as amended (46 Stat. 
1494, as amended, 40 U.S.C. 276a) and of 
other Federal statutes referred to in 29 
CFR 1.1 (including the statutes listed at 
36 FR 306 following Secretary of Labor’s 
Order No. 24-70) containing provisions 
for the payment of wages which are 
dependent upon determination by the 
Secretary of Labor under the Davis- 
Bacon Act; and pursuant to the 
provisions of part 1 of subtitle A of title 
29 of Code of Federal Regulations, 
Procedure for Predetermination of Wage 
Rates (37 FR 21138) and of Secretary of 
Labor’s orders 13-71 and 15-71 (36 FR 
8755, 8756). The prevailing rates and 
fringe benefits determined in foregoing 
general wage determination decisions, 
as hereby modified, and/or superseded 
shall, in accordance with the provisions 
of the foregoing statutes, constitute the 
minimum wages payable on Federal and 
federally assisted construction projects 
to laborers and mechanics of the 
specified classes engaged in contract 
work of the character and in the 
localities described therein. 

Modifications and supersedeas 
decisions are effective from their date of 
publication in the Federal Register 
without limitation as to time and are to 
be used in accordance with the 
provisions of 29 CFR Parts 1 and 5. 

Any person, organization, or 
governmental agency having an interest 


in the wages determined as prevailing is 
encouraged to submit wage rate 
information for consideration by the 
Department. Further information and 
self-explanatory forms for the purpose 
of submitting this data may be obtained 
by writing to the U.S. Department of 
Labor, Employment Standards 
Administration, Wage and Hour 
Division, Office of Government Contract 
Wage Standards, Division of 
Government Contract Wage 
Determinations, Washington, D.C. 20210. 
The cause for not utilizing the 
rulemaking procedures prescribed in 5 
U.S.C. 553 has been set forth in the 
original General Determination 
Decision. 


Modifications to General Wage 
Determination Decisions 

The numbers of the decisions being 
modified and their dates of publication 


to the Federal Register are listed with 
each State. 


Supersedeas Decisions to General Wage 
Determination Decisions 


The numbers of the decisions being 
superseded and their dates of 
publication in the Federal Register are 
listed with each State. Supersedeas 
decision number are in parentheses 
following the numbers of the decisions 
being superseded. 


Louisiana: LA83-4001 (LA83-4076).............. Jan. 7, 1983. 
Oklahoma: 
OK79-4016 (OK83-4072) ........-.---cseereeee 
OK79-4058 (OK83-4073) 
New Mexico: NM83-4036 (NM83-4074) 
Texas: 


Feb. 23, 1979. 
Mar. 30, 1979. 
May 13, 1983. 


TX83-4026 (TX83-4082)...... 


Signed in Washington, D.C. this 14th day of 
October 1983. 


James L. Valin, 
Assistant Administrator. 
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| (QNIYND) RLTYONCO ONTAY j p 
WHOM NOTLITOWAG WEHLO hudS USLYM/USONTL SNOSYH , aang 
SUYOLWURIO TOOL UAMOd ENING 'URONEL WALNGdYYS UgAVI Laduvo aNNva@io 
mine: anes SaVoOUNN'T Udaune aNVaS 
Lvoaoe : ° . wanes 
?SUSUORVT NOTATIONS WHEAVT Laauvo‘dnNvs'tS 2 Nosuad UgiveM' sugdaagas 
NIHOWW ONIUSISWVId HLIM NOT SONWNSLINIVW’ SUSMOEYT (dNNVZID BLIYONGO ONT 
IONNONOD NI WOLWERdO BIXIW | @aWOSGNVT‘URdWNE SUVS GN IONI) dN-Nva'lO’ Sua TONvH 
(NOM ONTURLSVTA NO) 2 NOSUGd UsivM’ SUadaans ‘ ., | TtluaUNW-SusuOgvT ‘TyeaNad 
SNIHOWW ONIUSLSVId HLIM ' | *(aNNVaTO BLANCO ONTA us SHONONTL 
NOILONNENOD NI GON SHOLWER NTONT) dh-NVaTS ' SuaTANVH “CW AUGWODLNOW sasacee 
=dO UaXIN 2 Big ed cree ees TWUSNZD GONTUd 3 ‘O‘d N 
SILMWDLOOOS AO SUOLWERAO iea* ioe* 4a 
SUSONZL URERLSVId | gates : i 
SUSYOENT S$, UaENNTa ieu* ieg* NaWYSMOd dO INaWAINOd TIVHS 9 
WINIOUIA ‘SALO Xvd Q3SNSDI1 9 suaNund aNaz ‘ WWUV INOW “UAATING THOadvos 
IVa ®@ NOZONI'THY 9 GNYTAUYH “TALgOW‘*dO ‘TTIHG NOOYM A UIONAL NOSYW 
*SLAD AUSHODLNOW # SADUOTD | INIOd ‘ITEM 40 SURTIVISNI y i SAL XVdUIVd 9 NOLONT'THY 
@ONTYd’* "a NOIO! *ONTUVATO NI GaSN SuOL HOLWEEdO INEWdINOE TIVWS 9 
-“WugdO MVS NIVHD 9 Wamod : INOW ‘MAGTING GuoddvoOsS 
‘SUSLSVIG GNVS 9 HOIH 
NEWYSMOd GESNSOIT 9 WAIL ANO USAC SsauOddvoOS 
WANING SNTIALSOW *dO TITUG TLSSUL 40 SUTATING’ NIT 
NOOWM‘SZNIOd TTSM 4O SUaTT “OSYD YO ‘OIuIOgTa‘UIV , i a 
zt eeav WLSNI‘ONIYVETS NI Ggsn “dO A@ GSUaMOd UALIHM’ WIOM dO INEWdINOE ‘TIVWS 3 NY 
1SI9XIOM TRION BOOUS MVS NIVHO WSMOd ‘suaLSYTa 40 SdAL TWHINSD FMVS AHL . j “UVIUON UAATING GdOdavos 
rebueyd QNVS 9 HOIH UAIL SNO YsAO Od LIWHL SANIHOWW UFHLO » 7 uaONaL NOSWW 
SAUOMAVOS ATLSAUL 40 Sug 9 ‘SUaWNYY 9 SUSdWVL WA “XWdaIVd 9 NOLONTTUY 
ING@‘SNITOSYD WO OLNLOT1a 40 *dO‘URLOWEVHO UI aw AUTWOOINOW % SESUOED 
‘aIW AG GRUIMOd YSHISHA “TIWIS 40 SENIHOWW UaHLO SONTUd 9 *O*'d NOLONTIHSYM 
‘WHOM 40 SdAL TWUSNSD gNVS 9 SaTIGOWADONG’ SAaLauD ez sme ,wovas 
SHL O00 LWHL SSNIHOWW HSHLO ~LOOOS‘ SUSLSYWMOL 4O *dO wOOTd NI ‘Ld ‘MS 000'0S 
9 ‘SUSNNWE ® SUTdNVL JO | ‘SUMATING GYOdAVOS ‘MOM UFAO SAYOLS TIV ONIGNTS 
BOXED WIION *dO‘USLOVEVHD UVTINIS dO 40 adAL TWuaNaD anvS “Xd STIVW ONTdOOHS ‘ SaSNOu 
*seTQUNOD prem PUR USTeM ‘TTTeIL SGNIHOWW USHLO 9 STITEOWAD | GHL S800 IVHL SNIHOWW ANY, TivmM “GNNOUS HACKY LHOIGH 
fetTee3s ‘puetTyoTY *UOIION | . NG‘ SILMID1O0OS ‘ SUTLSYWMOL uO Susdvds’susNvaud ONT NI SSIMOLS UNOd GaROKa | 
*syzog puezp ‘sseD ‘yubreTang 40 *do’sugqTIna quosavos | “AV d‘ SUSWWWHYOVE ‘ SUAAV'T OL JON 2 SOvdS WOOTa NT 
Arne = ‘WuOM dO SdAL TWHSNGD aKVS } | M@1IL WO‘ SUsAVTadId’ ‘dO “dd *OS 0000S O% GSLIWIT 
SHL S300 IVHL SNIHOWW ANY YOLWUGIA’ SNOTUUAG 9 H dO a 
uO SuUadvdSs‘sugNvauG ONTAVE | NOLWUadO‘SUgddTULS dvaH tiataa bitten cisia 
‘SUGWHVHYOVE’ SUBAVT STIL | -UdAO 9 susoovT’ saHOLIG AUNOSYW TWIOUSWNOD LHDIT 
| MO ‘SUBAVTSdId’*dO YOLV |9 HIOH USId‘ ONINNIGYSGNN (NOTLONALSNOO 
} “UGIA’SNOTUUSG 9 H AO HOL a | ‘Lid LSab‘NOSSIVO NadO AAVSH ONIGNTONG) SYseOEvT 
“wugadO ‘SUaddIULS GvaHURAO | *aad0OUd dave" 40 wva¢ taqv 
06't 2 SUSOOVT'SSHDLIG 2 TION YASVT‘NYWIWNOIS‘HOEVT 31a (NOTLONYLSNOO 
| 


: 
: 
q 
‘ 


+ehc:| ze" et | | Sze0TTIds eTqed GId ‘ONINNIGUSGNN‘LId Isa. | “YONOO‘*dO ANIHOVW ‘TTVNS 
| 06°2 ‘NOSSIVO NadO‘ wasOOUdUaIVM | | *‘MOLWUIdO TOOL YAMOd 
+0he | 04° vrs SueToTz200TR “dO WYSE UIST ‘NaWITVNOIS j | ‘NWNLOd-YsUOEVT AATIINS 
| ; *SHVTOTUISR TE *YO8VT TLFYONOD’*dO INIH 9 SUSYORYT GITIINS-INGS 
sebueys “OWN ‘TTWNS‘’*dO ‘IOOL UaMOd '€2* zp°ort agrdIssvTo 
*NWWLOd'UsUOGWT GETIINS SSIMUSHIO LON SUTMORVT 
Sesueyzy ‘setuNED 9 SUSNOEVT GITTINS-IWaS ‘IT¥ 2 WUBTD WOON TOOL 
UOSIBZzFOC puke FyASeTN, . , aarars ‘(ONTYND) ALTYONCO ONIAV Soutzd 2 Azewohjuow puet 
(€s6t “SVTD SSIMUSHLO LON suguO “UdS UGLYM’UAONGL SNOSYW Arewietqumytoy JO 3oF138Td 
‘9t “3des - S69TP_Ud Bp) -GVI TTY 2 MIaTD WOOY T00L IN@WSO ‘URINAL WILNIdUVO 
“SUTHORVT NOILONULSNOD (28 6T 


anteaters 
3,300 9T# “POW TEOE-Z890 ‘2 WAEWSAON-POETS Ys LP) 


= 690b-Ceuve NOISIOgG j 
a ner inane ie 
EI | nueva | fone, =TE0E-Z800 “ON NOISIOgG 
uusg | 8 


@ *d SNOLIVOIAIGON T *d SNOTLVOIAIGON 





@ 
3S 
S 
Zz 
i 
5 
3 
3 
= 
3 
“he 
Guy 
8 
= 
Zz 
S 
3 
> 
i 


’ 


*d@ SNOTLVOIAIGON 


SUFONWHU adv 
4 anous 
€ gNO2 

'SNOLLdIuosad SNOZ 

9 dNoud ‘vauy ‘sugINIvd 
4 anoio 
€ SNOZ 

: SURLNIVE 

‘qqv 


dnoz9 
dnoz9 
dnoz9 
dnoz9 
dnoz9 
Tt dnozp 
tseT zune 
(Agunod Jo zTey 360M) 
'@ ANO2 
'SUMINIVd 
T gNOZ 
'sugmiom soLsaasy 
'GONVHO 


Aeoezor Aon 
*SeTIUNOCD OTessed puY 
‘uospnH ‘xeesqg ‘uebreq 
" (€86T 
6t Atne = zon ) 


= 920E-€80N “ON NOTSIOad 


szebueyrseded 
SI9MOL AL ‘sebptza 
Tee3¢ QuTedey 
Te9e38 pue 
SOTI09S ISAO, OT 109KG 
suoTtze293TY 
ao0Cew 9 uotjonz 
=38U05-MeN-juTedey 
suotzezegty sz0CeN 
9 UOTIONIQSUOCD MON 
Tt SNOZ 
'SUGLNIVd 
Tt @Noz 
'SYGMIOM SOLSAESY 


ee ‘GOW 

pees 02 8860) Ud BP 

UT €8-0€-6 PeIeP L# “GOW 
'@ONWHO 


Aasuac 

MON ‘SAILNNOO WaTYS 

GNY NVSDO ‘HLNOWNOW 

*USOUGW ‘UALSAONOTO ‘ANVT 

“UGEWND ‘AVW GdvD ‘N@GNYD 

‘NOLONTTUNG ‘OILLNVILV 
(€s6t 

‘LT ounce = €008Z wa Bp) 

enviiaaeaiariientelacd as 

=9T0t-t60N “ON NOISIOgd 


€ *d SNOLIVOTAIGON 


srebueyrzeded 
i dnoz 
€ aNnoz 
§SNOILdTUOSaa ANOZ 
9 anouS ‘wauv ‘SUSINIVd 
4 doz 
€ agnoz 
'SuguNIvd 
:aqv 


9 dnoz5 
¢ dnozp 
» dnozp 
¢ dnozp 
z dnozp 
Tt dnozp 
€ gNoz 
'SUSINIvd 
wots tsodwo5 
T @NOoZ 
:suaaoo"d 
T Gnoz 
' SUAMUOMNOUT 
SIUBTATT IW 
zozeTNSUL 9 SszreRUedzZeD 
9 INOZ 
'SLHOIUMTTIW GNV 
SHYOLVINSNI ‘SUSLNEdYVD 
Tt GNoZ 
OT SNOZ 
9 aNOZ 
§ @NOZ 
' SNOSYNANOLS 
9 SUMUGLSVTd ‘SNOSYW 
INGWSD ‘SUBAV TO INE 
*@ONWHO 


AGSUae’ MAGN 

*SEIINNOD NEWYYM GNV 
‘NOINN ‘XaSsns ‘LasuaNnos 
‘OIvSSvd ‘STUYON 
*XESHTQGIN ‘NOGUSINNH 
‘NOSGNH ‘Xassa ‘NaDUgE 
(€e6t 

‘LT OUND = T66L ) 


= STOE-E8ON “ON NOIST 





z 
3 
im 
° 
= 
+ 
3 
> 


SSVTO 
ssvl1o 
SSYTO 
SSVTO 
SSVTO 
SsvTO 
ssv1d 
ssvTo 
SSYTO 
ssvi1o 
SSVTO 
ssvTo 
SSVTO 
SsVTO 


4ay 


¢ 
AAA AANOOTNHOweoo 


<au0 


tSuOLWuadO INGWdINOS WAMOd 
uewpuno29 
szojR2ed0 yonz3 YOUTM 


$20 

-3e20do Quewdtnbe Aarvey 

‘uew egtweudp ‘ueweUTT 
| 'NOILLONYLSNOD INIT 
zedteH zeuang ybtH 
S6°2) SL°eT SI@YAOMUOIT | zeumng YotH 
*SONVHO j zoze70edO szeuweYYoRL 
zeumng AOT 
szezoqeT butyoerm 

(ST002 @TqQed) 2eTTT42p 

| ‘z2eptem ‘zedwez pue 

OTTOR zemod putryeq 4TeA 

*z03e20ed0 eutyoew 3no76 

‘uew @tTzzou ezfuund 

$6°2 SZ9°ET | yoogqn7 zo Azto eyQ | ‘zeuunz [tap ‘z03zez7edo 
| WOIZ STOW TO SeTTW OF | Tltap uobem ‘sze3seTa 

Bqof uO SsreyYAOMUOIT TIv sz‘et | (TOo3 eTqeo) 

$6°% | OS"ETS Suyozojuter 9 2essez7p TOO? ‘WTS 
TeQueweUz0! TeINQONAYQs =-¥OeRTQ ‘ueuwjod o3fuuNs 

*S2OYTOMUCIT _ *TOo} Butaqno xtz270q 

*zeoueT ‘zexez 3TeUudse 

‘lreyeerq Butaed ‘z03e28d0 


sexe, ‘AqunoD oseg 1g 
(€8/92/8 - 9968€_u44a Bp) 


Coniglietto 


= T90b-E8XL “ON NOISIOgG 


sexey ‘AQunoD yooqqnT 


(€8/2/T - be6_ya gp) ___ (a, uNoo) _ 


= sensi ae ~ “@8Vd “ON NOISIOgG 
= $00-t8xa “ON NOISIOGG 820E-ZeVd *O 


utyouw dumd zo/pue burt 
eottdde zezegsetd ‘203 
-ezedo cutyoew BuyueeTto 
wz0z ‘zepueq 20703 8eTd 
*‘zeTzzVO poy ‘Qybrey jo 
ssetpaebez ,s2027038e Td 
203 AOPTING prozzeos 
‘zeTTwys 20 setbinq 
YW 390M ‘ueW soUR 
“Use jUTeW ‘zeQ8eTq pues 
*2OYORYA ‘AeTTWTS 20 
J3TT AIOZ PUTYOC YTeA 
‘ueu Teubts ‘sz03zeAeTe 
pue szofeauoo TeT1e3eU 
tre szeAet edtd ‘do 
aes uteyo ‘sdumd etqe 
~AeArzev0 ‘yor03 BuT3gn9 
euang ‘unBb-A ‘szo3ze2ed0 
zeduej zeMod ‘8203 
-e20do 2103e2qTA ‘sez0Us 
pue szejeeys (zeT TTS 
© yorezz ‘yoNnz23 pejunow 
TTtap sepntour) szedtTey 
8,z20UUnNZ TTtap ‘zedtey 
8, 27098eTq ‘zr03e20d0 wes 
@3e70U00 ‘zedtTey ITTap 
yobem ‘2e38Nq e@3a70 
-uoo ‘URW zeumeyyoRrl 
‘syoeqs pue seoeuins 
uo ueu WwO3R30q TTeq 
*zoxTw ZeQZIOW ‘IeTTWTS 
pue sredaems ‘s33zTT 
“420M %IOM pue sMor7eq 
-TeeyM pezemod (2eMod) 
szeduez TeoTuRYyoon 
2epue} 
uosew ‘zetppnd ‘uewjtd 
e3ez5u00 ‘ (Gurpeotun 
pue BbutpeoT) szetpuey 
sterzejew Surpt ing 
*skeaunz pue projjeos 
*z@ACH pUe pTOzszeOS 
*z@a0w pue zeddt236 
@Orzy ‘2OURETS AMOpUTA 
*guosem 203 zepT Ing 
prtoz;z *zepuez $703 
uedse5 ‘S2ez0qGRT UOUNIOD 
'suzuogvt 


AQezt3uUg 

831 ur AjunoD vezzeEmM 
tpzojpezg 9 euey zo 
sdtysumoy :AQuno9 ueeyow 
pzojpezg pue 

uey 3deoxg AjunoD ureyoN 
ZO TTe ‘38e20g ‘XT 
'SUSAVT 

4wOOTd LOS 9% SUSLNAdYYS 
AQunop 388204 

*g0D 

uezzem pue UReYOW ‘xTa 
*SNOSYWENOLS 3 SNOSYW 
INGWSD ‘SUFAWTINOING 
SGONWHO 


*wa ‘Aqunod uezzem 

9 UReYONW ‘38020a ‘XIE 
(Z86T 

‘oT ‘3des - 2L66E_ Yd Lb) 

cache sigecaiias ieee 
= 820€-78Vd “ON NOISIO’G 


dnoz9 

dnozp 

dnozp 

dnoz9 

dnozp 

dno2z9 

dnoz9 

dnoz5 

NOILONYLSNOD AYMHOTH 
SYOLWUAdO INANdINOS_waMOd 
?3ONWHO 


etueatAsuued ‘setQunoD 
4IOK pue BuTwodkm ‘eucdem 
‘uotun ‘eboty, ‘euueyenbsns 
‘ueatting ‘zepAug ‘try TAn 
-Ws ‘exTd ‘Arzed ‘puet 
“79qUMURZION ‘UO zdueYQZON 
‘mmoquOM ‘eozu0oW ‘BuTWOoAT 
‘euzeznT ‘ybryeT ‘uoueqeT 
‘zezseoueT ‘euUeMexpRT 
‘eqetune ‘utydneg ‘puet}- 
-zequmd ‘eTqumToD ‘uoqze> 
‘pzojpezg ‘sy20q@ ‘suepy 
(€86T 


*6T zenbny - Sosce ud 8p) 
nn (5 INO) _ o_O 
> 8¢0€-26Vd “ON NOISIOZa - TOOE-E€8Vd “ON NOISIOgG 


9 *d SNOILLVOIAIGOW & “4 SmOTzVOrIAICON 





yom23 SGuyj3e8 9 Buy ToeYy 
PTOd 20 JeTPeI9 F_ YONI? 
etoy Buysn “do € anowd 


8 2 4 SANOZ 
GNOQz 
an0z 
3NOZ 
3NOz 
aNOoz% 


lucess teeurt pezy6zeue uy you 
j 
| 


} 
seurtt 
; 304 Buy HI20K SYOTIIe—0 
j § YouTA YQTA yon], aNoz 
' eutt ‘do !xoy22e0 t SUSWYOMNOU! 
| , va UaTA 3203 . Sissttdgs etqeo 
+9023 ‘do “dynbe- Suy6 
-61p ores ‘do t dhowd 


2errnee 
omennoo 
AMMAN 


Sue ToT IVIeTR 
‘Ss 3» ‘E SENOZ 


uoweury - T dnowd 

‘9 394 ‘9 “tT SENOZ 

'NOILONULSNOD UNIT | SUBTOTIIOeTR 
» anowd 'Z GNOZ 
€ anowd 


sieottds e1qe5 


§ 
= 
° 
z 
3 
3 
S 
° 
s 
i 
R 
3 
5 
o 
3 
> 


z dnowd ° $9° Seo; Tds eTqQed 


td 
» dnoud 
€ dnowd 
e dnous 
t anows 
d 
d 
a 
d 
d 
d 
d 
d 
d 


d 
d 
d 
d 
d 
d 
d 
d 
d 
d 


HARASS AMM EMA TAN MEOHNOS 


| 
wee | 


} — 


Liiceseni heen’ 


nous - < FNOZ 


- @ 3 9 SANOz 
nowd 
NOUS 
nous 
Nnows 
nod 
nowd 
nou 
nous 
nous 


anos 


nowy 

nous 

nous 

nous 

nous 

now 

novo 

nous 

nous 

howd - T ENO? 
'Ssugwogvt 


pam sanebomeemndl 
eoren 
myeure | 
a | —— 
adbcncoammnmtel , 


SsueToysygoeTZ 
'@ 22 ‘9 ‘T SENOZ 
'SNWIOIYLOZ1 
@ 2 2 SENOZ 
anog 
an02 
3No2 
aNoO2 
aNO0z 
aNOz 
'SNOSYW LNEWAO 
@ 7 <4 SENOZ@ 
anoz 
aNO2 
anoz 
aNnoz 
aNOz 
aNOz 
‘NSWYRALYG 
-wlld 9 SUALNSAUVD | 
S$ 7» ‘€ SGNOZ 
@ anoz 
8 4 ‘9 ‘Tt Sanoz 
'SNOSYW 


“GNOLS 9 SUZAVINOT UG) 


s7oeCoid Pele 38e2 UT 


j 
| 


$01N99N398 BuypT yng spNTsuy you seop) SIOeCO7q AWAYBTH *yYOM JO NOILdI USAC | 


“ezée @ 
vorieo 


serie 
tgouswenbeta-5 ENO 


‘uorewed ‘paebein 


2 0) Yt CO/L/T POIeE ‘TOOR-CevT 
sT4%d@ jo 838g 'duva 


YW TTS HHAT veraeae ‘98-2 GNOZ 
_tvetiv- 'eyaeg vossezjec 4 
0 ZNOZ ‘NelseoTeD-¢ Anos fopped 4 


‘ON UOTSTSeq sepesiedng | 
9L00-COVT ‘ON NOISIOaG 


19}980@-2 ENOZ (SUesTIO ¥ VOSIOJJOC-T ENOL 'SUNSIUVd 1sTMOT 'H4vLS 


NOISIOga svao0asuadns 


nye 
obuug 


“d@ SNOTLVOIAIGON 


'SLIAZSN3E SONTUA 

TT enoz 

@-0T anor 

W-0Tt dnozp 

oT dnozp 

6 dnoz 

g dnozp 

Y=, dnozp 

4 anozp 

anor 

dnoap 

éno3zp 

énor5 

dnoa5 

dnozp 

dénoap 
tuOTZONsIgSUOD 
Aenubty pue Anavog 

zogezedo Quewdtnby 29M0g 


yean ‘optasse3s 
(€86T ‘0 2equerdes 
= "2660? 4 Bh 


LT wy YT UMTT, 


= Otte-cenn ‘ON NOISIO’ 


| 
Tebuwqs 





§ anoud 
® anowd 
€ anoud 
z anouD 
T anowd 
420M 28430 
§ anouso 
» anowd 
€ anowd 
z anowd 
T anowd 
ts j0eCord 
ketaeao 20 WTeYUdSY 


\ 


€ anowd 

&@ anoud 

T anous 

te30e[o3d 
et 1900 20 YTRYdsY se'z 
'¢ 3NOZ St*z 
anos st*z 
dnous St*z 
dnoud ste 
anows St‘z 
dnoud St*z 
anoud st*z 
dou | st*z 
anows 
dnous 

9 3 § SENOZ 

anous 


ANAK Noer am 


t2°s 
98°OT 
T9°OT 
96°L 
$s°6 
T9"OT 
tL°2T 
€z°eT 
86°2T 


anoud 
anowo 
anowd 
dnoud 
dnowd 
anowd 
dnoud 
anous 
anoud 
ts30eCoid 

fetsaso 210 2TeYydsy 

*T SNOZ 

SYOLVUGdO LNAWdINOA WaMOd 


ANOS OOran 


anous 


00/2 | 86°8T 


$3 


» ‘€ SANOZ 


?T FNOZ 
'SUSAIUG WondL 
Ve+zT* m $ 2» ‘€ SENOZ 
et+8c° * z INOz 
eceze’ $ @22 *9 ‘Tt SINO2 
'SUSHUOM TVLIW LIFHS 
st‘ , anowS 
st*z 7 anoud 
} Ses . anoud 
pequepyour | st'z anowo 


anous 60°€ | 6T*ST z aNoz 
anoud €p°z | o8'9T 8% 2 ‘9 ‘T SAaNOZ 
danoud 'SUALLIdadId_3 SYAGWNTd 
danoud oT*zT | Terzasnpur - € dnoUdd 
danous 09°TT feads - Z dnoud 
dnoud S4*Ot siequted - T dnoud 
dnouo (OT ‘3a 
anowo zo YQz0U *z2au109 4sOW 
anouo | 3@@ey220U) *2ed UVaTTY 
anouo | oc st | sabpyig - £ dfhoud 
anouD ¢ OS‘ OT | quyedew - 2% dNoud 
anoud 420M AON - T dNOUD 
anous 2 (10U205 
dnouo | yseauziou ydaoxe ‘i1e¢g 
anowo | uettv) $9 F ‘€ SANOZ 
dnowo sz‘tt | Sia used TTY = Z INOZ 
anouo SES ‘ST! TeysysNpuT 
anouwo | T9*ET| 4eadgs 
dno Stz"et| siequyed 
dnouo | | ‘ead 
anouo | | ?SYaLNIVd 
anoud » | o2'st | uaupunoip - € dNoud 
dnoud | OzZ*ST | 7@D;TdS eTGQeD - 2 dNOwS 
a 


st BuUTPTeA YdTYA 03 he : anoud 
uot 2e2edo Burwi0z20ed st‘ , anouo 
33829 203 peqriosezd as : =— 
ajez eapeosy tsugaTam| $F 5 . enn 
n *@ FNOZ 
anous 
anoas 
anouo 
anoud 
anoud 
anowd 
anous 
anowS 
dnous 
OM 28420 
anous 
danous 
anous 
anous 
anows 
dnou> 


@anoz | §f.2 
420M 284320 se*e 
§ 4nouD ses | 
vans =| SER 
€ 4nowd ae 
z anow 7 
T anouD | se°e 
rsjoefoad =| «SE °E 
Aetieaao 20 ateydsy | = S82 
t¢ SNOZ | : 
92s sanoz | §f.2 
» S3NOZ cee 


' 
; 
| . 
*e'e Sanouo | eee 
tT anowd - ¢ gNOz | oe .E 
$ 2 » sanoud | 
| 


anowd leot/t- 
dnous 


AN MEH OF DAHAANMSTHOCLBAANMTNOEr OD 


z ENoz 


von wor am 


+00°Z | OL*LT | *Sdo ‘uaweut7 - T dhOUd 


x 





dnous ig 2 & ‘€ SENOZ 


dnouS $9°2T uewpunozp - £ dnOud 
anous 
anous ee/t-€ 

anouS +0b°2 | Sz°ST | ‘Sdo ‘ueweutT - T dNOud 


i 

| 

} . SL°ST | 2@97TdS aTQeD> - Z dNowd 

| 
anouwS ] *% GNOZ 

| 

| 


; 
2 
3 
. 
3S 
: 
S 
> 
= 
oe 
: 
Z 
$ 
> 
i 


$3? 


wnoreo 





‘ anous 86+ 
angeens i iccae anoud 8S ‘Tt | ureos ueupunoz9 - § anowd 

. danouo | %6+ 

:(p,3U0d) ¢ SNOZ : 
T anowS - 2 INOZ 198 sau a eS‘T | Ucese youTa 3MOYITA YONI 
waiasa ps 2UOD) Tip sue bursn ‘do - » anos 


2(p,2U0D) SUBATWG Wonds ; 
’ ; SdO LNaNdI NOT YINOd “Waado LNaWdI nod qanoa P,3U0D) NOILOMYLSNOD 3NI7 


€ anows 
z anouS 


aAnNnenoreot 


91.0%-C8VT *°ON NOISIOGA 9L0>-C€8¥7 *°ON NOISIOgG 





“(WIC ERD (CT) (C@0S*S "Mad 62) S@ENLTS YaeIQUOD SprepUrys 
JOGeT ug UT PepTAojd se ATUO preKe 183738 pappe aq ACW pazeIT sUuCTIBOTJISsseTS 
@Y2 JO @doos Sy UTYITA PPPNTOUT 3OU YIOM 107 PEPSeu Buo eos zysseela peasytun 


yuewdinbe Bursow erxe ¢ & SprrTone ‘jueudrnbea yerseds - ¢ anoUD 

SpueYooW YONI, 8 SaeTyeI2, eTxe yp ‘SreTIe29 eTod ‘sjeoTZ ‘xtw 2pGuesg §97IT 
YoUTA /SyONIg 10308 BTXe wepueQ 4 dwnp stxe wepuel ‘jUawdrnbe AaeeH - F INOW 
S¥ONI Ad2e@M |Txe eTburs fsyQnay dwnp aetxe eyburs - £ dno 

(Sy9n29 dwnp jo @arsntoxe) suog g BuyeNTouy 8 03 BUuoR HT + Z dNOHD 

aedung 9 1293008 _ 

“Tequeprout *N2OTS Buyazeoes ‘r0xD0Yo Tey IeIeu_ ‘UeWesNoyereA tiepuN 3 UOI 10uD 


3gBID 203 peqyioeeld eye2 sxteoey THRdTEA 


“COPED ET) (@)S°S “wad Gz) SoeneTo 

30829U09 SpHAwpuN Ze sOqeT ey UT Peptaocid se 

ATUO Preae 30338 peppe eq Aww pegett suocT3 

“BOTJTSSRTS aya JO Sdooe YQ UTYITA pepnTourT 
9OU ¥IGM 10} PSPSSU BUOTIPOTZTESeTO peIeTTUA 


Setid @azyap OF aye Bursn euesd uo saTIO 
@aTeA wWeegs Buy jesedo ueweitg 

1038 edO JeYOUsIyL veweltZ 
S29z0PT ING 48Tt0 


1030 30do 42 zojei1edo jueTd yojeg 
? WaNae Liew NON SEROT zepun 9 AjyOeded uod OT SIFTT 4403 Quemdynbe 
qupaves noms JCTIUTS ¥ 73NQ WNTOYH fsao0yXoeQ ydaoxe ‘ueWYORZIE YITA (3095823 peaza 329qQqQRAI 


odéqwiey t1oAzIp-1eTO {(@pysuy) s0ORRASTS OyIQDeTO fej7e10dwndiquewdinbe 
SUILLES Tile queTeatnbe ¥ seuryoew yoeg {mes @3e19U00 fseauyyoew Buyjuyof e@gessues I *do 
aeyenis ido eteos {.p 1940 dund fuew peezos sayssuy3 aTeudse issepez6 w10j 
SEAAVI WOOlE L408 #*93 "ND GZT 200 sOBSe1dwoo aye { fapesbqns vo reTTO1’ fseuyyoew BuyiNns 
SUINWOM TVLEW LaSHS feids t*pdé { aepun zextw a3e29U09 {83e0q 4819 B—eIOJOW PrkOg}NO-piwEquy { *sdo 
pesuestt Burarnber you s3e0q y20@ {do QyuN fuew esee26 got iqueudysnbe 
susa0o" WUseTeATNbS 9 SZeOTJTING ‘queWdINbe queTeaAtnbe % yueWwIee73 edezINs UO 
GUELLIasdta * suseMriE JOINGTIISTIP SMouswNaTG ‘TTpwWHNd faapweids ajei19U0D fueMeItZ £133 TeSTIIeA 
OP 4@puN astoy whip T ¢ (eddy saeTAeID) 1099819 Zz ‘S1epeibg4Ns sseAEed { (83079 
CURLUIVE -u0d) seuryoem Buryssusz fedid 30 Teeas Burtpuey ueya adeoxe yon29 owelrz-y 
gaaoev t*pd “MD T AePUN SrepeOT PUS AUOITZ fS2ez;T}QeIsS WHIP STbUTSs ¥ SuNIp Zz - F ce 
83D WOOgSPIsS isIeATAPSTT 
SWE MORNONT {quewdynbe quetearnbe 9 sed43 TTe ‘seoyyoeq ¥ STeAoUsS {18A0 10 “pk “Nd T 
GUPTIVIGNI NOLLVINGHI ‘edAywzezy ueyd 210430 ‘si1apROT pus QUuosjy ‘sauryoew Buraed Qreudse éxrw yoy uo 
swv1o1 2 SI9T TOs’ ‘TrTepes6 ftor3ed AOj0W Isat qowdooos fedAgwiejy ueyy 20420 yORTR 320 
ase PSIFQISQGNA ‘SreZOPT ING ‘siedeide feTOW 10 *9Z THOTRIOA OF ‘WNIPD T ‘3sTOY 
SUANSINIA/SUMTIVIGNI TIVMAUG feiow 10 swhIp zg ‘asyoy fwejgsds Qurod [Tea fsiapTeA yusudrnbe ¥ soy;ueysew 
¢(ed49 4923) seupyoew Buyyouesa 320 Buryoatp fszeaed {Te f2ea0 9 “ps fT 
CROSWH LHD JOXW G79I9N00 fseddy Tre BSTINd iszez;TyqQeys (e20W 30) SuMIP ¢ fyueWdyNbe 
SaaLNaaID odd} aetywye 9 Oy-Ty f(z) SeyoUTA yOOp IsyoTIIep fseddy TTe eueID - F anowo 
gugavinoree A weg 33 SLT WITH SueID ~ % dhOUD 
wood “23 SZt UIIe euel>s “3000 9 GUBID YOR 09 - NOUS 
SOINWHOGW ONINOILIGNOO WIV ; GNOILINIZGG NOILVOIATSSWID SUOLVERdO INGWalnOa udnod 


2 
: 
3 
2 
3 
> 
Z 
“ 
‘ 
z 
& 
3 


uewzepacda « patous 
quewesed edd} ybty--20380W 310 pwey ‘309998WI0g ~- F d 
‘do 466nq pezti0j0w 9 ‘do Too} 18M0d ‘si eTeAcys 
@3079U09 ‘1eye] YTeYdse ‘294098 ‘SIepUs_ UO eucjs ‘zeunid 8833 ‘sedwey 
‘zepue a Aexuow sem0d ‘2ehey OTy9 10 sedketedid ‘uew 44d ‘sispueq seqused 
“sey 2098 » GuTpHToUT pue oF dn equewy sede edky veps06 ‘ge20qet Burazel ‘*do szewweyyoel ‘siapued 209998W10}3 ‘S1epuUe a seYysTU 
but semoy AT}EeZ eTbuTs Jo BuTyeTsUCD UO} JONIZEUCD TeTIUEPTeeY ty¥MOM AO NOLLdIUOSEG ‘UOW JOINGLIISTD ‘S1epUS_ AeQUedIeD ‘JEepeeids 037019U05 ‘1eKey ~ Z ‘5 
“CCGOT Ud bP UT GLET ‘Ee ArONIG0g Pere— HTOP-6LNO “ON WOTETOSG Bepesredng uew busTjuewstp * Buyysrrow 
worseortang jo 8300 «‘aivd TLOe-CONO “ON NOTSIORG 
e608 put 86x8N3z x0 eTOUTWES ‘eouneG 
*OOSTNENOYsOQUTON’SeuBNE’yeeID gE TEZNNOD ewouNTKO 'gLWES 
- a4 
worstouc os 9.09-€8V7T ON NOISIOSG 





: 
i 


SHVTSINWOaL- 
GUV-NWON UNIT TWIOWTNROS 

pre Ir euog 

tee 


| 
| 


“SHdO WEWNVHNOVC-NYRGNNOUS 
te‘oT 


Ir eucg 
I evog 


He | 


Wastias Piavo 


Ir suog 


I orate 
SVTSINNSaL-NGNANT 
WV-FUON BNIT TVIOWTWWOD | 


+ we7t-t--4 | 


AI eucge 

TIr eucg 
Ik evez 
1 evog 


V1 SWAHNOS | 


AI eu0g 
Ilr eu0Z 
Il @uog 
I sucz 


aHTOUT) OINWHO 
mrt 


I 

Tousisdo Teydoovten 
sephteat haa dwanstnta 

AI eucg 

Itr euvcg 

Il eucg 
I euocg 
SWaorias aiav5 

AI ev0g 

IIzr euoz 

II eucg 

I euog 
SNVISINN aL -NEWENIT 


VaUV-NHOM ENED. IVTOUTRNOO 
AI dnoip 

trtr dnoap 

Ir dnozo 

1 dnozp 

tsuguogvi 


| 00's yeangonzas 
’ 


“4 Buyoaozuyey 
+ SwaWNOMNoNT 


; 80° SNOSVW INNO 


pete $ SUALNAdUYD 
=e 

Apnow 

see 


*“WOTIPATSLSE UeTPUL OCfeaeN OUR BUTPNTOUT ‘ezngonaz3e Suyzeeuybue Aavoy 
20 BUTPTING © Wory ees (G) SATZ UOYR S20 20 OUTT AQ2edo24 eu epts 
=3NO SE VOTQONAQEUOS Agttyan yous Burpyaoad ‘(sgnoqnas) #3eT3no @eoTazres 


pue syuey ofades ‘suocober zsaes 
YORNS O20278049 SeoUeUeQandde BuypNtouy 
B2098 ‘s2zenes Aregrues se yons 


‘soToyuem ‘sgeTur ‘suotzegs 36TT ee 
*SeuTT evB ‘seurr aze3ee ‘sizeaes 
@TITTIFIN JO UOTITTOWSep pue ‘atedes 


*WOTIEZOQTE ‘uUOTZONAISUOS SpNToUT Treye pue ‘sj0efozd Sbuyzeeutbue ayStt 
pue AIttyan ‘AwaySry ‘eg3e0298 zo Qzed eze yotya Suop zeszedeerd ears pue 
SOUTT VOTSetasuer, [eoTAQOeTe pus suoydeTte  Burtttap Ttea tepaed ofqno 
(000°OOO'T) UOTTT TS euc zepun suep YQaee f(sBurUTT e3ez0U09 UeYa 22430 


e6urury Guypntout) steuueyo pue seyoarp 
2eQUA pue ebeaee pezencoun pue sztoAr 


URS fSeTATTTOeZ Quewjeer3 


@2 pezeaocoun fsjonpeta ‘sesanos 


FTOH ‘syszed tekeaybsy Buratoauy euoyjesedes epez6 pue steuueyo uerpe 
*sebptaq Aeaubty ‘spterz otaetuae ‘sujed erpyzq *(ucezeya sBurptrnaq wey 


2820) egz0dzTe ae 6buryaed ‘skeayred 
‘eqano ‘SyTeMeprs ‘shotre ‘sheaybry 


‘eeouez ‘sTtter pzenS ‘e203949n6 
*8300238 ‘Speozr zo VoOTITTOUSD 


pue syedes ‘uorjeregte ‘wos QONaQeUCD eyQ SPNTOUF TTeYsS NOILINULSNOD 
eT ee eE—E—eEeEe 
ONTHSENTONS LHOIT GNY ALITILO “AVAHOIN “SLESHLS ‘iuyom 40 NOILaIUDS|C 


COLTS Ud OP UT CeET ‘ET APH PEIEP SeOe-CONN “ON NOISIOGG SaagSuadns 


WOTIPOTIGQNG ZO e380 'gLVva 
ZGIAZLVES ‘ASNNOD 


PLOP-COWN ‘ON NOISIOIG 


> QQTXEN AGN ‘Givis 


WOISIONG svacasugans 


*C(TT) (1) (8) S°S‘udd 62 ) SesneTo 
30¥23U0 spzepueys z0qeT eYyd UT 
peprAoad se ATuo pzeme 210338 peppe 
eq Aew pest SUOTIFOTZTESETO BYR JO 
edooe ay. UTYITM PepNToUT you ¥I0M 
40} Pepesu suOTRIeOTJISSeTO pezsTTUN 
*TeJUepTOUT ST BuTpTom 

YOTUM OF UOTIeIedO buTwAOZIed 43810 


410} peqyaosead ejexr sateooy T9ugaTaM 


zojzered9 euTyoeW BurYyouel, 
aedezos 
zojzezedQ AeFOpPTINg 
z03e2ed0 epeta 

2028 Iedg a0Yyxoe 


'sudrvigdd> Idawarn6a wamod 
SYBATNG NOnUL 
\ SUILLAS ITIL 
SUBAVT WOOTA LI0S 
SUINYOM IVLAW LZaHS 
suasoou 
SUILLIdadId 9 SURAWNTd 
Hsnda@ ‘SusINTYd 

srspuey uoseW 
Tez8ueH * eencevT 
(Buyoz0zuteu) SYATNUOMNOWT 
SUATIVLSNI NOILWINSNI 
SNVIOIULOaTS 
SUSTIVLISNI TTWMAUG 
SNOSYW LNAWSD 
SUSLNAdUvO 
SUBAVTINOTUE 


so jeu 
Sz tyeulg ATINoHn 
ebutaa ose 


*setTz03s » BSutpntout pue o3 dn sjueujzede oda uepze6 pue sewoy Atrwes 
eTbuts jo burcjstsuoo uor AoNaysuoo TeTIUepTSsey ‘WOM JO NOILdTuosaa 
6606T Ud Ph GLET ‘OE YOAEW DEQEP BSGOP-6LNO “ON UOTSTOeq sepeszedns 

woTzeoTIqnd JO 93eq taLva €LO0v-€8NO “ON NOISIOSG 
2 tuloQeMe2204 
pue eudeg/utoourl ‘sgr.nnoo ewoueTyO ‘'SLVLS 


NOISIOgd SvaqdgSuadNs 





” 
@ 
3 
° 
z 
— 
i 
= 
RN 
be 
o 
2 
2 
o 
oO 
> 
a 
= 
no 
be 
3 
z 
o 
+ 
S 
> 
— 
; 


TRHIWG TE) THWWE TNO THE WHA ‘KTWHGS SOWVIV SOT NI WHOM Woa 

1 @uog worz seotte 

Of pucksq Surya Aue » suog pue ‘{ euog pucteq setta@ or 03 dn pueque 
Tteqs ¢ euot ‘Tt euos puckeq setts OT O39 dn puseaxe treus z euog ‘AtuO 
euoe ee23 enbsenbnqty eya org SeUOE evtz BUTATINO SYR ONIHSITEVLXa woa 


*I euog 203 
e302 uemdsurnol eya go aueczed gg Aq pesverzsut eq TIeys snOYyY sed sejez 
‘gnOwanOneT¥ La4SOKa ‘Tt SUC, Borz SeTTa o¢ puctkeq buyysdhuy ~- AI GNOZ 


*I euog 203 
e302 uewdeusnot eyg gO Queczed gt Aq pesBeroUT Oq TTeYys znoy zed seje2 
*‘anOugnOnety Ldaoxa ‘tT eu0g puckeq sete o¢ 03 dn buypuegeg ~- II aNnoz 


*t euog zo 
e302 uweadeurnol eya 3o queczed 6 Aq peseerzouy oq TTeYs sznoy s0d sejer 
*anOwanOneTv L4aoxa ‘Tt euog puckeq setts o¢ o3 dn buypueaxa ~ TE INOg 


‘@4 @QURG JO BNO PeUoE eq TTTA UAOR QEUR UT SOTZzZ0 QEOd UTeM ey Bors 
SOUCZETD SOTH@ (Z) OMG 29A0 O2e Q44R eNbeofodg O93 GUsOU( PE SUOZH TIVss 


“Sez20CTL JO SHETTTA O49 go Azepunod use qsen 
@4U3 Wey? seNURAHZ OU BSPUeIKe SuOg enbrzenbaqry eya go ebpe utzejeve ouL, 
Sette c « enbeolods, Sette 9 - oeajzy 
etre ot «- datteo Sette 9 = FavouNonE 
etre ct = sfa0TtoS SeTTe 9 + Uwozey 
SOTT@ Zt + Ofostzze5 setts 9 =~ woobutezeg 
eertte et «- Sette @ + sebea set 
eTT@® ct + osopray SOTT@ Of - O4 BQURS 
‘ etTrTe ct - tteasoy Sette g¢ - enbaenbaqtys, 
SSTIIGO BEOd UTeN BCszZ SST IW Pus SUfoT Huyewg_ GUAT Hue SeyaFO 
I anoz 
OOTKON AON UT SETTE 3204 
a2 USTI4Od FUR PU ‘ebueY STTESTH SpuYS SatuUM ‘BToOUSTeA ‘UOTUn ‘sounZZ04 
"S08, ‘G2z000§ ‘BAAETS ‘Og VQUBG ‘TeNbtH UNG ‘UENS WEE ‘TeAGPURS ‘ZT eAsEOoy 
‘eqraay ore ‘Aend ‘gion ‘Aotutyon ‘sowety so7 ‘utooutT ‘butpseH ‘edntepens 
*quRap ‘eowqed ‘Azand ‘HUZTOD ‘@TOGTS ‘seawyud ‘uosged ‘otttteusead - YT Viuv 
WHOM GNIT TWIOWEKHOD 


dn-OX0U-209SeTqQ-UeEZepAOCd fzepPTINg stouue 
faehetedyd (209908 e2eTdTaT Ne fuBweTZZoU pus UeWegezodund eatuny ~- AT anowD 


(@PTSING) S2ETT 2p pucavtp 
pue Ttr4e 4OUs9 ATE ‘uObeA ‘uBEABENG sen0d sagezouU00 {(edhy puey) ute 
aoqeaqta (( eds €Y) 20900dWOo Z0RNIGTA LZeTeOs tueuZepAcd ‘t2zepuea UOEe 
PUL ZOxTE 2920 (4072509 POY 1409908 epez6 ipeor-204908 Gorz TeQee fue 
=“4o209 BuTggns 'Quemeo 20 QTeYUdew feuTYyoue BbuTqano fue Abe B3820U09 tue 
GN-YOnOg 9620U00 fUNH AUS UTEYO f(exeReNTd pUe SUOSYE GUeweS 03) SrepUues 

tueweteos guetd buryoueq tzeqea ateudse ‘uem too, aenod pue atv ~ TIT dhous 


PTSINS) FOPUSZ ,S4STTTIP PUCwETH PUL TIT4p ‘yoOwsa aye ‘uObeR ~- TT dows 


GI0XI0R O3020000 
{(pueq) sogezedo Abbnq e3e20U00 ‘zepuey sequedz¥o tzez0qet wouuos ~« FT dhous 


=. 


'S¥auOgNT 


“(FFD CTD (®) S'S ‘Wdd 62) SeBNETS 
20829U09 SpsepueIs szoqeT eya ut 
pepraoad se Atuo preae 20938 pepper 
oq Aw POrasSt{t SUOTIBOTZTeESeTS eyr Zo 
edoos ey UTYITS PepntTouT 3oU yA0A 
10% pepeseu SuoTReSTZTSseTO peasttun 


*tequeprouy ey burptea 
YOTYUA O93 UOTZeZedo Butuzozaed aze19 
420j peqtTszosead @302 SATSOOI~--SURCTIA 


snoyerea pue 
a3 pue dunp 
AOTTesAQ-Taes 10 AOTTeAL 
aepun 20 
uod p/t HONaAa Gneyota 
zetney Aeaybty-330 
queudtnbe ay6tt *‘Aoqao7 
queudtabe Aaeey ‘Aoqnoy 
Od Q&T 2ea0 ‘peq seta 
WOIRT ‘peg seta 
20dsue22 pesonod-yeseta 
AD OT 2epun pue AD @ 
AD @ s2epUn 
THYSHIT YSpeq WS Tang 
(ateudse) sognqrageta 


‘SUTATUR WHT 


0 
0 
0 
° 


0 
0 


| 
| 
' 


9t* 
9e° 
9e° 
9t° 
9z° 
9z° 
9e° 
9t° 
9e° 
9z* 


ot* 
ve 





E*teske 
e*teehe 
e*teshe 


e*t+she 


C*T+ehe 
e*t+she 


o*eehe 
o°+ese 


joo*+eke 
po" +eke 


joo* ease 


09 +8he 


pe tet 


o'+ehe 


O9'+ehe 
O9'+ehe 
O9*+ehe 
O9*+ehe 


oo*+ehe 
oo +ehe 
o*eehe 





*eeke 





| 


6c°tt 
vo'trt 
68*oT 
peor 


eo°et 
ec‘et 
ez*et 
ee*ert 


eo*ert 
ce*et 
eo*et 
eo°et 


'SWYOLWUGdO LNZWdINOT WaMOd 
deads 
usnae 

'SUSLNIVE 
eyxoer-uewpunesyp 
ueuzepaca 

(*qoee szeqgdoorrtey sepnts 

<UtT) Sfueyooe queadtnbg 
(a0gezedo zeqgdoottey 
sepntout) ‘do queudtnbs 
ezeottds etqes 
ueporuyoon-u 


‘do 2° 


SNOHGSTS 

Ril 11i0-NOLLONYLSNOD GNIT 
eucg 
euog 
euog 


iit 

11 

i 
AVWETGMOd 
AI suog 
IIr euwog 
II euog 

I eucg 


(SFueysew TSPTSsTien separs 


sUT) SINWHOaW INGWdTO 
AI euog 

1Ir euog 

Il evog 

I euog 





i 
3 
; 
: 
‘ 
é 
3 


*(tF) (Tt) 
(8) ¢°¢ ‘Wad 6f) SOONeTO QoVaQUOD SpzepULgS TOqeT O49 UT pepracad 
ATWO patae 26978 Peppe eq AGG POISTT Sut eoTZ1esSeTO SYR Jo edoos 
SU UTYITA PIPNATOUT JOU YAOw 20z pepeou suoTIeoTZ}esSeTO peIeTTUNn 


*Teauepfouy st BuppTea YyoryA OF 
wopgesedo Guyuzozzed 93029 203 peqyszoserd S304 OATODSI~--SURCTIA 


z03exedo stow fzoj3ezedo errqowmedtd - x qnoud 
Awmetqes yovszep (20geeAO (Sedh9 IND) zepeoOT atee - KI dnows 


SU03 OF 29A0 (STTQow 10 AeTAeAD) SeURTS 1(AD EF 28A0) 
yeaous ‘Trepezs ‘eurrtbezp ‘tTreqeweto ‘eoyxoeq feusyoea Buryonw ¢ (sgtun 
e@Tdzathna) sedezoe ‘(egyun STdyaTNw) seTOpTIng fastoy ouTW = IITA dNOUd 


° zojezedo dund 3n0216 ‘euryoea e3029 

«Gand tzepwesds Bbusaed ege1du0d fzeysnts febeqs Burtt yap 2eu203 oqunt 
tzogusebyagex feusyous eazun& (geoTz Teurpngtboy buraed e3er9u00 feuryoem 
Sutystutz Suyaed e3e29U05 feuyyoeE Buyaed wroj-dtrs @3er9uU05 - ITA dnowo 
(P,3405) S¥OLvVuadO ENENdUINOT UIMNOd 


SNOILINIAGG G@NOZ GNW WENN NOTLVOTZISSVIO 


_ 


PLOD-ECGWN “ON NOLSTORG 


(z0ptea 
z0/pue oFUBYyoew 4(AD T ABAG) 302900 ‘zextTW {(4D OT 2000) 2ePROT pS 
-2UOtZ {8U0D OF OF BUOR OF (STTGOM zo ZeTMBID) BOUBAD ‘(AD € 0% AD B/E) 
Teaoys ‘Trepesr& ‘ouytherzp ‘TTeyswetTo ‘eoyuxoeq iazeatzpettd ‘euvszo Burtea 
=€23 (uooq epTs {(z2eA0 pue wHap Zz) ABTOY ‘zextu zeAed B3e25U05 - te ahaas 


(28A0 20 4H a¥qaeap 
OS) 38fOY fHONAQ YOuTA {(48AO ZO BHEQUT 9) dund :(sse_y pue Ad T) e210 
-U0d ‘zextu ¢(Aze907 20 827009 @TqQeo) SuTYyoum BurTttszp ‘squetd Burysea but 
-ueor08 Buyysnzs 1(20A0 pUue WA4D OOF) 2OB8sezdwoo zTe tu09 OF zAepun (etre 
-OW 20 Z@TACID) SeUPIO {2EPBOT A1eq 20 zepeErB Buy Qeaete (x45 B/E sepUN) 
Teacys ‘TrTepezh ‘ouytbeap ‘Treyswero ‘eoyxyoeq ‘zeyonw azeys eddQ weTto 
(Bbuyyouezg tjuewes Tyos zo aTeYdse tAanp Aavey ‘roxtu !zepeey 9270982 
ateyqdse feusyoew umopAeyt 20 Buyaed gteydse tzognqtzastp ateudsy - A dnoud 


zepez6 2z0390W 1203 

-ezedo zadezo8 4!(AD OT NAU2 AD Z) ZOPHOT pus QuOzZz {(TeeYUA TeeR8) zeTTOZ 
{(3teydse 20 Quemed-TTOsS SRe49U05) Au¥Td xtw snonuTgUOD 40 YyoRNq {(qUue8W 
=YOe998 2970p YURTA AOTTO’ peTTedozd-jz res Burpntouys) zezoptting - AI dhoud 


(@utyoem Buyprlea 20 Ter9eUeb OT299eTe) 
auetd 2zemod tzeystutz @8eq 20 epezbqns fquewyoea3e BSoYyXoRq YaTA 209 
-0029 tzepezb-qns 6uraed ejez9U09 feutyorew aes 20 qurof Buraed e3e290u090 


fzojezqtA Bueb Buraed e3e29uU00 tzepex6 wi0z Bbuyaed eraer5u0eD « TIT dnows 


(peT(edozd-z(es) zeTTOsA ‘euTyoew Buryotnw 4(edAq Ind) z9TTozr ‘uew 
“peer58 2eTFO fueMezTZ !(S88T 20 AD Z) SOPHOT pues QuOZy fuBw-exXesq SATION 
=OOOT TUTIZSNPUL {(FUsSMYOeZIe GNOUITA 40 YQRTA dH ZPqQNeAP OF ZePUN) 209 
-9822 {Q3TT CApAy fzeTTO peey fz0QRAedo yOonszQ OS¥eZB t4gRTT HIOZ ‘petted 
<-O1d-j{@8) moorq {(e3e79U0D pur TeT2e30m) szoOAeaucD edd 3ateg - Tr anoudS 


eutygoew Butano Buyaed s3ez20U05 - I dnouD 


TSWOLVEaIS TNGWdTHOa Wana 
pucteq pue setTte op = AI FNOZ setts op O93 ec + Tit agnoa 
Sette 22 03 ZT = It GZNOZ Sette Zt 93 0 = I aNOZ 


‘uo gbuyaoT pue sqqon ‘peqstzed ‘ersejzy JO @5TZ70 3804 UTeW BYR 
WOTs PSZVUBTSEep eq TTVYS PeIAST{T Seuos Huraoc{ltos eyR ‘seTQUNOD ee7 pue 


Appa ut sjuertd zemcd 03 QueceCpe suoTaeas Buryoztas O03 settddy - 5 vau 


*(t) euo ut 
petztoeds esoyz 3adeoxe uoTzotpstzn( ey zo @ zeyu30 TIw - II aNnoz 


*OOTKON AON ‘OpxOHowerty ut Sots JO 380d SYR WOTZ SNTper oTTa 

USQ UTUITA Veze SYR ‘sseutTSsnq jo eoeTd sty suTequtTew 20 seYysTTqejse 
zeAoTdwe ue YoOTYA uTYyata Agttedyotuna@ zo umoQy ‘Agto Aue zo sntpez ettu 
@aTzZ @ UTUITA eze eyQ ‘pTeta sb6tq pue seria 3204 exe, ‘osed ta jo 
@OTZJO 380d UMOQUAOP OYQ WOIZ SNF Pe GSOTTU Gz UTYITA were QeUL - I INOZ 


OOTxX9W AON 

UT SSTT@ 3204 FO UOTZ20d QeYR PUe SbueY STTSSTH SpUeS OATUM ZO BATSHTOXKe 

‘$05 OBTePTH pue ‘027030 ‘euy euog ‘eunT uF zg euog pue { euocg ut squeTd 

zenod 02 3ueoeCpe sucTqegs-qns pue suoTt qe Butyo3tas 03 setrtddy - @ WauVv 
(B,3405) WHOM ANIT IVIOWZKWOD 


(BP, 3405) SNOITLINIGSG GNOZ GNY WaUY NOILVOTIAISSYTIO 


& e6ed PLOP-CSWN “ON NOITSIOGG 





9t*9t STeyzezew OY‘ yxI0M_ 
yoet etdee3sg-p afdud 
99°St TIeAArp _ 
2 3eoTz’edeL-¢ dNoud 
T6*ST Sutasetqzezen’buyysetq 


03 9 *AmH uo YQNOS’9 
03 096T AMH UO 380M 
961T ‘Amn‘6¢ ‘AMH 83895 
uo yaaou'é¢ ‘AMH 93895 
03 3680 OT9 dooT wor; 
*OD stazeq zo 32ed 3ey3 


*(W)(rt) 
(1) (@)S°S ‘W4d.62) SesneTS 308713 
-U0S Sprzepuezs sOGeT eYyQ UT PePTA 
-o1d se Atuo paeme 2z0Q3e peppe eq 
Aew pezstt suort@eoTztsse{to eyz jo 


2 9 *OD UORSSATED-T ANOZ 
pues*Avads Ttv-2 dnoud tNOILONULSNOO NIT 


oe'es nalts. ebeketan tox 80°T t9°St | (ATUO *OD STrz20H) SUDHLYT 
puey‘ysnzq TIiv-T dowd 
"OD SIMUVH 4O UFGNIWWae | 
66°8T STetzejQeu 2OU'xI0M | 
| xoef etdeers-9 anowd 
butasertq 
“20304 9 Gutqserqnues 


edoos ey} UTYUITM pepntTouT 30uU 470A 
OJ POpeesu SuoTReOTJTSsel[O peIsTTUN 


*TeQueptouT st BurpTea 
yorym 03 uoTQIezedo Sburwzozzed_ 33870 
203 peqtzosead e3e1 SATeOey + SURCTEM 


Stet 00°2T SUILLIS WIL 
TS*T)S80*2zT qa Teey 


‘Aeads ttw <- § dnouo 03 Sno 
. yanCur ueya e 
es st Suybuey pAura Tetzesew ext 20 pToe sz*et SUANYOM ‘IVLEW LEIHS 
, * {TERA b hs" OGY? PINDTT ‘TeTsze3eu pe ere gunaecs 
Szv"et, 9 edeq 8823 20 pezosoez0 But 
E TYv<t dnowd -tpuey 20 edtd buyddezm oper 
S09°0T| owes aie ties sxexoqet TIv- Z dnouD 
oy;eumeud TIv-z dnoUd me, eee EE anaes oo"et sumuaisvid 
ee*st aoTeq ‘ ‘ ° 
ey. UeYR 20430 4204 “ant eee ae eL*ot SUAINIVE 
some tre 9 Surtior aleos (*qoad) s2zedtex 
puey’ysnsg TIV-T dOWS | eygg-z| UEVOS sankton 
MeN Siw eauaurva ,°°8? © 8869 eee 00°9 siepuey uosen 
0° suaustnta | yet 1 SUOLONULSNOD WOLVARTS t8°s perrrysia 
Onsvuuas 9 SIT ‘aTEUWH ! 64-7 | og cy idea aueuen ' SuguORvT 


zp. ot “OO S220 Ss . 

TOL | occ] earners wee 
4 ‘ . . S ? 

ee°ot OzZvuuaL 9 ae OTT | Se*et ere, 20 SeTTW OF SqOt UO SzexTOMUOAT TTY 

:Aquno $6°2 os*tt S2eyTOMUOIT 


sv"et zeottde a 
SNVIOIULON 1a 
eTqeo 9 UeweUTT et*z oe*st Aqunop stazeq ' SUBWUOMNOUT 


$°OD S220H so*2 | Se*st Aqunog uozseateo ss‘t ts*tt SuaIZvTo 

3O seputewey - 2 ANOZ tSNOSYW LNAWaD 
uewpunor9 4t*t | Se9°9t). S2ySTIATITW 

aeot tds iz*t | Sz‘9t USWASATAPOTTA 

etqeo 9  seeeee it‘? $z°9ot szequedie5 

65 ‘AnH ©3895 09 OTS $?°9T) sNoswNaNOLS 9 suaavixotee r . 
OO] punoze OT9 dooT o3 sv9'e| oper suanvwia110@ Oc *eT SUILNIdUY. 


*Aaw @309g UO 3806 ‘ . 
Genes 165 ‘Anu e20ag ez‘ | 6t*ets SUaNUOM SOLSaaSY eo*ets 


SUILLIAGdId 3 SUTEWNTE 


sc°et SUTHLVI 


8OT/T+€+08" 06° OT SNVIOIULOITS 


00's SNOSVW LNEWGD 


8 
= 
5 
S 
: 
2 
5 
=} 
E 
R 
3 
= 
2 


SNOSYWENOLS % SUSAVTINOING 


“is 
o 
(‘OD SIUMVH NI GUSIS LNVTd LINGWIVEUL NO WHOM ANY OL nina 


AlddV LON SAOd) (*#OD StszeH B (pULTST UoJseATeD Butpntoxe) uogseateD 103 
UOFIONISUOD HUTPT TNE OF TeIUSPTOUT SeTITTTINn & Buraed 10x UOTQeUTUIEZep 
eben Texeueb AemySyy QuezINo O6H) *(seTI038 » BuUTPNTOUT 9 09 dn squeWjzede 9 
sewoy ATtuws STbuUTe epntoUT you SeOp) SA0efo1g BUTPTING 'ywOM 4O NOTLdI¥oSaa 
“9€6 Ud OF UT EB-L-T DeIED ‘POOH-CEXL ‘ON UOTSTOed Sepesszedng 

WOTIBOTTGNa 70 O3eq fava LLOO“EGXL *°ON NOISIOGA 

STI20N F UORSSATED ‘'SETLNNOD SexeL ‘'aLVLS 


(*UOTIONAQBUOD BuUTPTING OF TeQUepToUT 

SOTITTTIN 9 ButAeg 203 UOTZeUTMZeR0pP ebem TezeUueS AemySry pue Aavoy 
3U@22NS 86H) *(SeTz098 » BuTpHToUT pue O39 dn SQUeWjZede puke sewoY 
Atywez et6urs epntourt you seop) sa0e(orq Burptina ‘wuOM 4O NOTLATUOSaG 
“80ST Ud OP UT TB/9/T POereP ‘LOOP<TEXL “ON UOTSTOe sepeszedng 
UOTIPOTIGNd JO O3eq tgLVva $LOb-E8XL ON NOTSIONG 
PUPTPIN 9 20308 ‘SRILNNOD SexeL 'GLVLS 


NOISIOaG Svacasuadns 


. NOISIOaG Svadasusdns 





SYSHLVT 

s203e1edo 

@3ez7DU0D 320 do ejyunb 
igze3setTq 9 uvuzepmod 


St" 9T 
se‘T | be °s 


7@TTO = » dhOUd 
ueweatd - € dnowd 


adwoo wy OST g@ 20 T una Aew ‘do juewdynbe qyhtT e 

fQUSWYORZIE YITM 2090879 WAZ peATA ASqqnaz!sQQeM HOST ZEAO ‘UBATAP TesEeTDP 

20 euTToOSsEb zojezeuebizoA@Auoo!{TTIp uoCbem!sset 20 ‘pA ‘no ¢/ zedez98 ‘wnap 
oTbuts ‘3sTou! (seuTYyoeRw g 03 dn ‘ezoW zo ¢ UO)seUTYoRW BUTPTeM UeATAP TeReTp 
20 OuTTOSeh!AeATAP eURTO Yonsg (aejQewosTNd/edund!*az ‘no pT ueYya sseT/2extw 
@70INU0D/AOpesH waozieuetd Kets !pemog‘szepes6 epetqiszossezdwos aty - ~ dnowd 
pet Tedoid-z Tes 

‘szeTTOI OFQwUMeUd/QuUeTd YoRNq eJez0UOD!dund juTOd TTeM! (buTsnoyezem BuTpnto 
“UT 90U) UOTIONAQSUOD UO pesN 97+ TXA0Z ‘ee TTGowdooosiqol uo ‘do zseysnaoiqot 

uO sexXTW QuUeTd BT eYdseisz0j;0079 ABTTWTS § PTTONS BI-S‘avTTTdze9D OT=ma 

tet tndeusn; ‘eutyoru eqeazodund/exzow 20 ,’seutyouw butpTeA ueatap-Tesetp 

20 suyTTosebieuyyoew Bbutazaoq ved a pet ip 1 a BS ale TT®) eutTyouw 
Sutyouez; {*spA ‘no ¢ z9ea0‘edh3 Anvey’zedez08! zeAtapet td! (sedAq Te) 20xtu 
Suyaed!ezow JO *9Z “NO HT ‘2OxXTW BRe20N0D/eUeAD BATZOWOSOT /yONI3 YOUTA 
fuoTIoNayeuoD O9 peubsese’*do 3v0q Snz!uotzZonz38U0D UO pesN ‘z0RRAeTe BuTPTTNG 
{uOTZONAysUOD UO PesN ‘SeuTYoORUW BUTT TT2Ap TTOM 289RAeTTQowxTWiezow 20 suNnzp 
m3 ‘UBATAP~1090W ‘98 TOY! peTledoad-z 108‘ azeperb But yenezte! (sed, 1 Te) pezezedo 
4amod ‘eueiro!pegeszedo szeM0d ‘ TeAoy Oyxoed ‘AemeTqQeo!e1039013 2B seddg {Te 
=yoel ‘*edo [003 oF 79 'SNWLOINLOITA 9 2ez0pTIng/9¥o Ysnd/seut beap! treysuerto! (sed TL®) pezemod-yoTz20p {set T TZ 

-O8T@ 20 ATW - 2 dnouo SNOSYW LN@NaID yoeqiweTs T[nq!peTTedozd-jz es ‘aepeab epetqiotueyoew Aynp Aaee 


sreOqeT UOTIONAQSUdD SIYSTAMT TTIW SNOITLINIdGd NOTIWOIdISSWIO SUOLWadO LN@WainOs waMod 
20 Tezeuep ~ T dnddd sxequedie) 


'susogvt **OD SS@APTTUD - @ ANOZ 
(p/T UteQseeyQNOS) SQUBTAIALLIW 
‘OD SS@IpPTTyo - Z YNOZ szequedied 
*80D TeTOeYM 3 TeYysS}AsG '*$09 seTeeUM 9 AeUSTAS 
‘upmzeyg ‘s32eqo"u uewzeyg ‘s3zeqo" ‘TTepueY 
‘Trepuey ‘2e930¢ ‘wey 70990q ‘WeUPTO ‘e8e29TTYSO 
“PTO ‘@@23TTYOO ‘er00K ‘ez00n ‘quoosd}] ‘uosuT 
‘quoosdry] ‘uos}syoonH “young ‘tryudwey ‘Ae TQ2eH 
*‘trtudwey ‘Ae TQ 2eH ‘paozauey ‘Avip ‘oy *((W) (FF) (1) (®) S*S ‘aad 62) 
‘pzojsuen ‘Arp ‘AeT -uod ‘YjTug zeeq ‘WeTT ed SO9SNeTS 2OeIQUOD SpzepuUeys sOqGeT 
uog ‘yatug zeeq ‘weTTed ‘yatonsbuTT [OD ‘o138e5D ®y2 UT popTAocad se ATuo pzeme 20330 
‘yzzomsbut {too "(6/T *gGoszed ‘Buozqsuazy - [ ZNOZ peppe oq Aew peqstT suctzeoTZTSsseto ey |t +60°2 
uzeqseeyjnos Bburpntoxe) 'SUSLNAdYYO JO. edoos Oy UTYUITM PepNToUT ou 420M O° 
SPerzptryo ‘orgseD ‘uos7eD OO*TT SNOSVWWEUNOLS ? SURAWINOIUE AOZ pepeou SUOTIeOTITSSeTO peqsttun 80°% 
*‘Buozqsway - [ JNOZ Op'oT SUINVWEATIO“N 80°z 
? SUAWUOMNOUT SuaxYOM SOLSaESY *Te}UepToUT ST BuTpTem 
YOTYM 03 UOTIeZedO ButwIrOz1ed azez25 Sa*T 
IOJ peqtioseid 9382 BATeSeA - syuaaTaM 69°T 
soley | ; es*z 
atyeueg| Aran s] 69°eT » anou 90°¢€ 
orseal 06 'eT € anouo 3 
z €S*ot Zz anou 90°¢ 
egret T anos 
*BuOLWUadO LNAWd INO waMOd 
Suo} &Z 19A0 = € aNnOUD 
*spA 4 sseT dunp ‘su03_ v6"oTS 
RZ nzy2 HT - Z anow 


‘uew dn-eyeu febeuresp szeottds eTqeo 
9 zenos ‘urew iszedeT 
edtd ‘saepueq szeQUuediR9 
i*sdo Abbnq @3e19U00 
‘haegjes wroy el qtsdeTtoo 
‘ueuzequty ‘szepueQ +06'TIC6 ‘ST 
yonyo ‘zeoetd 9 2epeoT Az/i-€ 
‘ezeTzrwo poy ‘s2epueq 406° ‘eT 
esseerné ceneguet uos ew enter 1*809 z0T@OUM 9 7eusTAS 
(@euTyouw 20 pubYy) szexTW uewaeyg ‘sgzeqoy ‘TTepucu 
‘ owe *do 20320q ‘weypTO ‘eeagTTucO 
 reaea 'aaeees leneacd ‘exzoon ‘quoosdt? ‘uosuy 
uoge deady2 oes aeameee rueeng ee acae  taee 
ju ‘sazoyes 2 
coaganean odyd ‘szeuwey -uod warus zeed ceatiee 
Burddyyo ‘szedweq y3zaomsbut TT°oD 28RD 


2ORBAQGTA ‘SreuWeY *goszep ‘Buozysway - TT gNOZ 


sueToyTs300TT 
t*OD SB8@eIPTTYD = & ANOS 


saeottdg etqeo 


sueroTs,oeTa 


St‘t |} sz°e 


© nay v SABPTTOH pted ueAes OsTy ‘eqez Atanoy “ 


oTseq 30 4g = ‘BAA § aenO 149 - ‘824 §.0} “sow 9 ‘euou - ‘sow 9 387, - & 
*SHOLONYLSNOD YOLVARTA YOd ALONLOOd 


S6°t sto°et 


oot o6'eT Aeq seujstayo-9 ‘Avg Butatbsyuey, 20938 Aept2za euz-a ‘Ava ButatTSsyueys-g 


‘Keg zoqet-q ‘Avg eouspuedepur~5 ‘Avg etsowen-q ‘Aeg ,s1e8, MON-¥ 
SHYOLONULSNOD YOLWASTA WOE SAVGIION AIVd 


SUYILLId YaTANIUdS 
SUGAWT YOOTA LAOS 
SUSNYOM ‘IWLAW LaaHS 
UusWeTII0N 
®IT? 2 O3RTS 
uot Tsodwog 
*sugdood 
Sadaaqwntd 
SUuTdaLsvid 
SdaLLidadid 
quTedez 3 y10Mez 
uo sieqUuTed = € dNOUd 
UTYS eYyQ 03 Sno 
Tanfut stTetzejeuw Sutsn 
20 y10M e6e3s 5uy5utas 
uo S1e3UTed - Z dnoUd 
420M MoU 
uo szeqUTeg = T dhowd 
TALNNOD NOLSEATYD 
*(G.0NO09) SYdINIVa 


3 
: 
: 
: 
Za 
: 


* (UOTZONAAQSUOD SurpTing 
ueptTour set an 9 Lutaed 203 uotTQeuTWIEQep ebem Tetoueb Aemysty 2 i 
Shean wakoses een’? coeneean » ButTpntouT pue 03 dn squewjiede pue sowoy T9*TT 
Atwez eTSurs apnrout jou seop) s3oeford butptind ‘YOM JO NOLLdINoSaa 
Te6 Wd BP UT “EB/L/T DOReP *200P-CexL ‘ON UOTSTOeq Sepesizedns 6c *otg| euca yy sepun - See 

woTaeoTtTand JO @3ed 'SLV eL0P-cgxL *°ON NOISIOga Vaenene’ node 

Z@TOOUM 3 ZeYSTMS ‘UeWZEYS 

‘eqjzeqow ‘TTepuey ‘19990q ‘weYPTO ‘eezRTTYSO ‘ez00W ‘ ne 
‘quoosdt? ‘uosuryoann ‘tttudwey ‘AeTQ2eH ‘pzozsueK . esuyza 
‘Keap ‘Aetuog ‘yztug seed ‘wetted ‘yIzomsbuTT TOD 
‘ssezpttyd ‘orqseD ‘ucszey ‘Suozqewzy ‘saILNnoo sexe, ‘aLivis . 


NOISIOga svaagsuddns LLOvetsxd, “ON NOTSIOS 





* COW TE) (TD (RSS “ED 62) 
GOSNETS WOVTIUOO SPIEpUNWs JOTeT GY UT peptvcal ee ATuo prene ze33e peppe eq Aum peqstT{ 
SUCTIOTZTSSYTO OY} JO Sdoos GYR UTUATA PEPMTOUT Jou 10K JOJ PEpesU sUCTIeOTJTSSeTO PeIsT TUN 


uew euo Aq pertz ezau 70 oy 

‘exe TO! se66nL, 2ty 9 exceserduoD Iryizenoc 10 sung Uez‘ZeTTOUseuTYoEN BuTYyouerL‘szepTeM 
Ted 9 szadetogisr07encqoet] ‘Si1epec]!SzeZOpT [ng ! "93 “NO PT AOAC SAOXTW GQeTOUCD STTGOW 
texeatag @ttd! (sedAa Tre) szexTW SuTAeg ‘oy-doy!on-AH! TTepep ! (sed) [[e)pezezedo zemod 
‘syotazeg!*33 OOT 09 peqeredo Tencd~aue 2)! Awe Tqe0 !poT Tedord-j [es ‘exepeID @peta!zeno 20 


*((w) (FT) (1) (@)S°S ‘dad 6Z) SOSNETS Q0e82QU05 spzepuUe4s 
zOqet ey UT peptaozd se ATuO preme 20938 peppe oq Aew peqetT suoTjeotzissers 
@y2 JO Sdoos SYR UTUITA PEPNTSUT ZOU YIOM ZOzZ Pepeou SUOTRWOTZTSSeTS peqst Tun 
9 opera BTEnTouy sencess, GrOMrwRaG eps’ 287°1'220P820 waou‘EuTPTITG S2CINTR: aetro = Fanos 
Unban! IOKBAUCOI SIUC TE WEFTSOATEA STIIONEL enunsi4-20t pe a 5 TeTzejew Huytney ueym adeoxe edd TesyA - sz0R0eTL ‘sgqueTd SutysNID ‘squetd 

GWILINiadd NOllvOldissv) SuOLWadO anit aes Buyueez0g {sz@ {TOU 1733 NO GT Wey SseT STOXTW {(2066N3 Tt) BuTastoy outT 
os ee tao ae 1 20 wnap erbute ‘QstoH (saztt y20g {Butptinq ‘szoqeaeTg ‘penc3 ‘zepez6 epeta 
ewe , { zepeorTa' ‘zepeort ‘ettqouwdooss pue Quozg {syonz3 YouTM fezow 20 Zz ‘szeTToOg 
206603 @UuO pue ZOSserdwOS AZTYy {SUR OT TEAC SXOTION {20A0 JO *3z “NS PI ‘Sz0ExTH 
{TtASep-0H feoyxoeq Yate (*pA [T 2zepuN zepeoT) 20398273 edAQ-uzeg fzepun 9» 
Off = YOUTH YORTa fsu0R Z/T-zT zepun ~- szexyoTd AzzeyD {(seutTYyouew 9 03 £) szuetd 
QUBTT ‘S@ATCA 873990243 ‘seuTYyouu Butprtem ‘sdund ‘szossezdwoo aty - Z dnows 
@oyyoeq WaT (2000 9 *PA T ‘2@peOT) 20390e23 
edAj-wzeg tedkq zeTMeI9 ~- souTYyoeu BuryortTG ‘squewyoResze zemod UITA S2030e73 
TTIW ‘Sz@pTea TITY ‘otueyoow Agnp AaweH ‘steaous {2eA0 @ SU0R Z/T<-zI < szexorTd 
Ar290yD fwoog epts ‘szezoprttng ‘szedezog ‘sizearapetta ésedA3 tre ‘szexrw buyaed 
~ ‘ {S@TTq@owexTWy {@aTQOWODO] fez0u 20 SuMAp Zz ‘38TOH tpeTTedozd~zrtes ‘szepes6 
| ‘ 2 * Sureaiten soeevvoee t(@edéq TTe) i zemod ‘syotsz0q ‘(couvenes 2t 03 ¢) 
sjuetd 3u6T{T 2 seutyouw Butptem ‘s ‘ez0sseidwoo ary ‘(sedXh3 {te) pe ,ezedo 
St} Gutptan yoruA 63 uoTQEredo zemod ‘souez> ‘sXem etqes ‘streys we 
3yeID 303 peqrzcserd e7ex enzeces SNOILINT A Iv 
*TequeproUuT st BSurptom 
YOTYA 03 UoTZezedo BHutwz0z2ed 93019 ghe+c9° 


(zepun 3 sTey 
3 UCQ ‘ped 3BTZ) ASATIP Yoru, 


2@ATIPD YOnsa peq 3eTZ 


I 
g 
: 
i 
< 
5 
: 
3 
: 
; 
: 


OF TwRUSPTOUT SOTITT TIN 9 


squsunzede 9 seuy Atywez eTbuts epnToUT 30U seop) syoefarg buTpTTTE 
6/0Z/8 PerIeP ‘ZPOP-ZEXL'ON UOTSTOEG sepeszedng 
6L40P-€8XL + °ON NOISTOGG 

Sexe, 'ZINIS 


*(Seti1038 » GuTon{ouT 9 


})RIOM 4O NOLd Toad 


eqyr0seid @3e2 SATeOeZ ~ SUTATAMENC+9/ ° 
cT*9Tt SUGLLId Ud TANIUdS 
SUANUOM ‘IVLGW LAAHS 4he+07" 


CJ 
ehe 
+06° 

tWOLVARdO LNGbd INO WaMod 


O8'et| SUduLIdadId 9 SUudaWn'd 
st*9t StdudLSVId 


os*et , s2038¢e 
-pues 9 Aeadg « = an si3; 
Le‘et *33 O09 MOTeq aTeYo 


Oo obeys Bburburas!yee3s 
teangona3g - &F Ghowd ehe+08 * 
suet oduaceg sed (s0buey ze tet |ene+oe- 
; D ieheroe" 


ettors 9 ysnag ~- T I 
'SUdLNI Vd 


(WOILWALXS) SNOSYWW STdUYW 


*ze65tp eToy-z03e20d0 
uewpunozp 
szeottds etqed 


ueweutt 
1°80 20T@eUM 9 ZeUSTMS 
*uewzeyg ‘s320qou‘TTep 


*ydzonsbut {109 'o2388 
*goeze5‘Guoz3suzy - F FNOT 


uewpunozp 

szeottds eTqes 
Sz703N20d9 ‘ueWweU 

$*OD SESAPTTYD-T ZNOZ 


'NOILONULSNOD ENIT 


ec0v-cex, “ON NOISIOW 





; 
Ni 
: 
: 


28TTO = » dnOwS 
uewerta = € dhowd 
Szossezdwoo wzo SOT 
zZ 20 T una Aew szoORe2edo Quowdtnbe yyHrT e ‘squewYyoRsje YITM ZOZ0NIR WIeZ 
Pert} AOqqnza {833eM HOST 2Z@AO ‘UeATIP TeseTP 10 eUTTOSeS ‘xojeI9Ueb {1 20K0A 
<uoo {z03e1edo TTTap uobem ‘sset 20 ‘spA ‘no ¢ ‘zedezos ‘umap eTbuys ‘3sTOY 
{(seuTyoew 9 03 dn ‘ezow 20 € UO) SoeUTYORW BUTPTeM UeATIP TeseTpP 10 euttoseb 
{2OATAP OUeTS YONAQ ‘zeQewoSsTNd tsdumd {*3z ‘No PT UPR SSeT ‘rOxXTU_9}e70 
-uoo ‘zepez6 w1z0z ‘euetd xeTz ‘pemocg ‘zepez6 epetq ‘s1zossexdwoo atw - 2 dNoud 
pettedozd-j tes 
*sxzeTTOX OTQeuMeud fQueTd YoReq eRerDU0D ‘dumd guTod TTem !‘ (butsnoyerem 
HSutpnytouy 3Ou) WOTQONMAQSUOD UO PeSN AZT TYAOZ tsetrqoudooss iqof uo z03ez7edo0 
zeysnzs tqof uo zo3ezedo zextw QueTd 3TeYydse {s20}0023 AeTTWTSs ¥ PTTONe 
QT-S ‘AeTTTd203eD OT-ma ‘sTIndeuzng feutyoew ejerodund fezow 20 4 ‘seuTyoew 
BUIPTOM USATAP-TeseTp ZO euTTOSeS ‘eutyoew Buyz0oq uoTzepunozs 9z5TT-YbTY 
f{TepeaB i(sezts Tre) eutyoew BGuryoueszg f*spA ‘no ¢ 2z0eA0 ‘edAQ Aaeey ‘zedeisos 
tz@atap eTtd !(sedA3 tte) szextw Buraed ‘ezow 20 *3Z *NO PT ‘TeXTW BQZez75U0D 
f@URTD SATROWOSOT {YONIZ YOUTA fuUOTIONAZSUOD 03 peubtsse ‘zozeTedO 3e0q 
Bag ‘uOTIONAQSUOS UO pesN ‘z0ReAeTS BuUTpPTTNq ‘uOT_IONAYSUOD UO pesN ‘seuTYyoRU 
BUTTITAP TTOM 2eQeM feTTQOw xTU f{ezxOu AO SUMAp OM} ‘USATIP-10R0W ‘ZSTOY 
tpettedoad-jtes ‘zepez6 Buyqeaete {(sed43 TTe) peqezedo zemod ‘euero ‘pezeredo 
zemod ‘Teacys feoyyorq ‘Aem-eTqeo {2030023 3eo SsedAQ TTe ¥ TeZOpPTINg 30 
ysnd teurrbezp ‘tteys wets {(sedA3 {Te) peyezedo szeMod - yOTA1ep {OT TTI 
youq fweTS TINq ‘pettedoid-sres ‘zeperx6 eperq ‘opueyoou Aynp AawoH = T dowd 
SNOILINIAGSG NOILWVOIAISSVTIO SHOLVESdO LNAWdINOg waMod 
uewetTzzou egtuUuND = 9 dNOdD 


zeyZ0M eZtUUNS fueW 
zepmod ‘zeqsetTq {(estazeyzO 2O BOY) ZOxTU TeRZIOW {ZepUey WOOT TOOL = ¢ dNOUd 
zepue} 2AeTTT4Ap 
TTem {zepueq zSeYyZeT ‘zeTzTeD poy 9 TepUeQ zezZEQseTd ‘103e1edo Abbnq 1z9M0d 
tz Tq pues ‘(6urdet 9 Buttpuey) edtd ezez5u0o feTtd yO03s YsItz worz 
ButTpuey steTeeya # zAeTpueY UCSeu ‘zepuey uOSeM fue Yor0R BuTI3ND - & dNoOUd 
J9TTHAP TTOM = £ dhowd 
zozezedo [TOO Atv - Z anos 
zej30ds 9 xzedwnp ! (petztsseTo 
@STATEYIO Ge Qdeoxe) zepUsz OTUBYOOU TEeY}O ‘AORRZEdO JOZwIQTA ‘1epuez 
Suosew QueWeS ‘TOPUeQ SrOQUedTeS!ipetTz{TsseTO ze_zeuTezeYy yeYyQ BbutTydeoxe sz0qeT 
woTzonz3suo0s Butpttaq tre 9 (6utAert 3 Burtpuey) edtd ejex5 dumd ‘(OTT Te JeuW-uUO0U) 
zekey edtd ‘zeyez 9 zeu0ryT QTeYydse ‘(eTTd yOORs) Le TSeYM 2 ZEeTpUeY UOSeW 


*Butozozutez ‘y¥I0M @ReXOUOD ‘UOTIeAROKS Hutpntous ‘xoqeT uoTzONAQSUOD - T dNOUd 


SNOILINIdAG NOILWOIdISSVIO SuauORYT 


z wovd 080b-t6xd “ON NOISIOgA 


6e°2 | 69°ET & anoup 
6t°2 | 06°ET € dnouo 
6E°C , ES*OT z anouo 
6€°2 | 6€'9T T anowa 
'SuOLVYadO LN3WdINOA waMod 
SL°T) ZL°6T P SUIEWNTd 
69°T| O2°ST SUIUALSVTad 
€s't' $z°st SUILLIAIdT a 


S2L°@ 9T*9t STeTze}zeW ZOY ‘yI0K 
yoet etdeeig - Fao 
StL°z 99°ST TrLeAAs 
3 38OTZ ‘odey - Pinoes 


SZL°Z | T6"ST| Surasetqzezem ‘Sut3se 
pues ‘Avids tty - Pies 


GZL°% | SES*sTt ae sT003 oFseumeud tte 
TUROTO weejs ‘zeTTOZ 
puey ‘ysnaq TIy - thes 
'SUSINIVd 
SLT zP'ort Sugwwom 
*((W) (FFD (T) (CR) GS ‘aad 62) O22VWuNaL 9 AIL ‘aIGUYW 
SO9SNeTO 2Oe8IQU0D Sprepuvzs TOqUTehc+08"| Te'é uewpunosp 
2Y3 UT pepraozd se ATUO przeAe zeRzbRHC+08") Té‘9T| St0°TIds OeTQeo 9 ueweutTT 
peppe eq Aew pezsTT sucTIeoOTZTeseTO SUa *NOILONULSNOD GNIT 
JO edoose OY UTYITA PepNToUT Zou x20 0O*T) O2°9 9 dnowd 
20J POPSSU SUOTZBOTSTSSRTO pegst tun oo*Tt) ss*9 §$ dnowD 
OO°T); SPs ¥ anouD 
© NXITY9 WV BSAPPTION pted useAeg ‘ezez OO*T) OG*9 € anowo 
ATanoy oFseq JO 48 = “SAA G ZOAO 149 OO'T; OP's @ anowo 
- S74_¢ 03 ‘sow 9 ‘auou - ‘sow - 2 0O*T) O€°9 T anowo 
SYOLONULSNOD WOLVARTS WOR = FLONLOOd 'Suguogvt 
og'e, 9e°ST SUANAOMNOUT 
| Aeq sewjstiyo-9 !Aeq Suzathsxueys) SLS‘t| 6E°eT SualZvIo 
| ze3ze Aeptaga euj-a ‘Aeq butatbsyueys-g ureos (*q02%q) szedtoH 
tKeq toqet-q ‘Aeq eouepusdepur-5, e+69*z| UlBOL szedteyH 
__ ‘Aq _Teyrowen-@ ‘hed ,S1VO% MON-W, €+69°Z/ SSL °9T soTuRYyooH 
SYOLONULSNODS HOLWARTA YOd SAWGITIOH GIvd *SUOLONULSNOD YOLVARTa 
82T ¢ 
“T82 | +09°T 'ST°9T SNVISIYLOGTa 
ueptout st B5utptTem yotym gt*z!oe st SNOSYW LNGW2ED 
03 uoTZe1edoO buTw2z03 S8z°sT SIYBTIMTTIW 
zed 33@29 203 peqtszosezd o8*zT / szeQuedizeD 
3k BATSOOT - SUTCTIM| 'SUgLNaduvo 
SUGAVT WOOTA LAOS SNOSWWENOLS 3 SUSAWINOING 
SUaNWWuATIOg 


SUIWYOM ‘IVLEW LASHS SUaIUOM SOLSTESY 


*(uoTZoONzGQsU0D BSuTpTtng 

OF TBRUOPTOUL SOTITTTIN F buTAed OZ UOTZeUTWIEZep ebeM TezeUeb AeMYySTYy 

9 Aaeey QUeTINS 88H) *(SeTI0R8 p BbuTpNToUT ¥ 03 dn sjuewjzede 9 sewoy 
ATTwez @Tbuys epnTouT jou Se0p) SZ0efO%d HUTPTING :yYOM dO NOILdrUoSsaa 
“OSS9% Ud LP UT Z8/8T/9 PEerIeP ‘SZ0P-zZaxXL “ON UOTSTOsq Sepeszedns 
UOTIBOTTGNd JO 93¥G = faivd O80b-E8XL **ON NOISIOgG 
sozezg ‘tALNNOD SexeL ‘'aLVis 


NOISIOgGd Svaqasdadns 





° 
z 
3 
S 
5 
2 
6 
> 
3 
i 
> 
6 
z 
g 
3S 
> 
: 


2TTO = & dhouD 
uewerta = € dnoud 
SSeT 20 Agroedes ‘sql OOST 3stTTHAOZ teeeT 20 ‘pd 
"NS E/T ‘SAOPHOT pue SIzZTT-Ybty fazeT{TOr Staewneud ‘wnzp eTbute ‘astoy ‘uew 
UOTIRUTQUIOD f2eTTO PU JOATAP OURAS YONA TeUOTRUeAUOD f1ejeUWIOSTNd {+33 ‘No 
oT UbYR Sue], ‘zexTw ‘zeperb wi0os ‘eueTd KeTz !penoa ‘asepesb opera - F Ghowd 
(@aoge 9 GUO OT) SASTIO’ OTZeWNeUG | (2eA0 
209) S2OTTOA [OSYUR ZeTZ ‘AQTOedeS *‘eqT HOST 1OAO AZT THAOZ !2090edWOo BUTpT.2 
fSuOTIETTeIsUT HutpntouT SguTod TIem ‘qof uO peZeredo zeysnao YOO1 feutTYyouw 
@3929 dund tpejezedo 19m0d §=yenous ‘ettqowdooos f‘eutyoew Butzoq uotzepuno; 
'ttepesb ‘(eezys [le) seutyoew butyoues4 ‘azedeios ‘(sezts tle) szextw Buraed 
{2@AO 20 *3Z “NO PT ‘ASXTW IBATQOWOSOT fyoOnaQ YouTA fAgtoedeo ‘pA ‘no ¢/T 
AOAO ‘GASPHOT PUL BIZTT-USTY f‘eTTqow Kw fez0W 20 GwNIp OM ‘UeATIP 1030" 
*autou (pettedozd-j yes ‘zeper6 burqeaete !(sedAha {Te) pezeszedo szemod ‘ours 
teoyxoeq tAemetTqeo feurtberq {(sedA3 Ite) peqezedo seMmod ‘syotszsep SzepeoT 20 
SAOZOP AOTARID ‘pettedorzd-j tee ~ szeperb epetq forueyoow Aanp Aaweon ~ T anoud 


TIVSTATSSVIS SUOLVURIO INIWITHOT Wand 


teor-cexg, “ON NOISIOUG 


i9° 203e1edo euTYyoReU eseg 
azojeszedo eutTyoeu 100Td 
i9° Ozzeiieqy ‘eTT2 ‘eTqrzew 
'SUSHSINId 
OZZVUNaL 9 TIL ‘ITAUYAW 
set Suawdiom 
OzzvuNaL 9 ATL ‘ATV 
uewpunosp 


Ww) Ht) (tT) (e)S*s ‘wad 62) 

SesnelToO 2Oe2QUOD SpaepuegsS sAOCgeT 

eya ut pepraoad se Atuo paeme 20338 
peppe eq Aeul peasTT SuoT IeoOTZTSSeTS oY3 
3O edoos O43 UTUITAM pepNToUT Jou y20m 
1OJ pepeou SuOTIeOTZISSeTO peyst tun 


o naya ¥ ” 
sAepttoy pted ¢ osty ‘eje2 Aytazanoy e2/T-e 
oTseq JO 46 - ‘SIA G ABA 149 + 08° ueweuTyT 
*saA ¢ 03 ‘sou g ‘ouou - ‘sow 9 38ST - & *NOILLONYLSNOY UNIT 
SUOLONULSNOD YOLVAGTS YOd FLONLOOI 80°% . SuanLv) 


Si* aeqseta 3 ‘aze3seTqQpuesS 

Aeq sew3stayo-9 ‘Aeg butatbsxueys, ‘uewazepmog {do eutyorw 
aegze Aeptag eyq-a ‘Aeg butatbsxueyuL-a @weTzZzon ‘HOTUR «2/T = TL 
tAeqg azogey-q ‘Aeq eouspuedepur-5 Zeao eQTuUND = § dodo 
____../A¥d_Teprowen-g ‘Keg , Sivek MeN-V¥ Topuez AOYIET 
SHOLONULSNOD WOLWARTA WOd SAVGITIOH GIVd {uextw 2eQ20W f2eTaz2e9 poy 
*TeQuUe {zepue3 zeqsetTd - € dhowd 

-prout st Burptem yotya *do {003 szemod 3 

03 uoTjZesedo Bbutwi0j aexTw yYAOM QUeWEeDS F BQTU 
«aed 438429 103 peqtsose1d -ung !2zepTtnq prlojzjzeos 

@3€1 OATOOSI - SUTCTAM {a@epue} azeystutTsy zueWeDd 
$o*2t » anowD u(Aets 9 ‘ouod) szeAetTedta 
st*2t € dnowd fzepue3 uoseW - Z dhowd 

os*tt z dnowS Gi* |8t'6 uew eToy aerd 9 
SL*ot I dnowo ezogetT Teaeuep - I dhowd 
'SHOLWaadO LNAWdINOT UAMOd ‘suguodvi 
LT°9tT SUGLLid wa TANTeds 46°2, OO°ST SUINYOMNOUT 
06*bT SUAAVT YOOTd LAOS ce*1j90°et SugIZzvio 
ureo (*qo4d) saedteon 

S6°ST | SUMHYOM IVLEW LAGHS , 400°C) UleO sid {oH 
69's | S19j001d183eM ®+00'C BL ot SOTURBYOON 
61's USWOT2320yN *SYOLONULSNOD YOLVARTS 

uswX.ep 6183004 OT/8-8 

| ‘sSugdoou | +08" o9*st Sugorids 
|} SUSLLIdadid 9 SYSEWNTd @1aVD 9 SNVIOTNLOaTS 
| SuguadLsvid OL [b6°ET SNOSYW JNAIWGO 

| eb6ej6s Bbutms buy ysetq 80°2 |T9* PT S3UBTAATTIW 

| =pues ‘Aeadg ~ 2 dndud BO? |9E* PT sSiequedise) 
SS°ETS yYoOOAQeeUS JO HuyQeoTZ 8 'SUSLNAdUVO 
9 butdey ‘s2zequred_ t2*2 | 0O°ST | SNOSYWENOLS % SUSAVINOTIUG 
uewAeuanog ~« IT dnowd $bo°z% | Ov'*9Tt SuanvwaaTI0€ 
'SUMLNIVE | b2'E | O9'STS SUdNYOM SOLSAESY 


orseg! 


*(uoTZoOnsgsU0D BUTpPTTINE 
OF Te9USEPToOUL BeETaTT}3N 9 BurAed 203 UOT ZeUTWAe{ep obem Tezoueb Aeaybty 
# Aaeoy quezINo 88H) *(8eT1098 » BuTpNHToOUT § 03 dn SQUeUgQzede 9 sewoY 
Attwez eTburs epntout you seop) sqoefozq Burprting twuomM JO NOIbdIuoSUG 
“€£6 Ud BD UT CB/L/T POIeP ‘QO0H-EexE “ON UOTSTOe Sepessedns 
uot wortand Jo ejeq haLvG te0r-texa 'ON NOTSIoOgG 
SfACAL 'ALNNOD SexOL 'aLVLs 
NOTSIOdG SVUGUSUdadAs 





: 


B2epus3z6 o8802203 (204200 VQTUuNSireQseTQpUeS{s2e38eTq 9 UOWIEpAda - FP dnol5 
*ouoo zo BuyoeTd ut peen eqynpuoo 9 edtd tte jo Buyueeto 2 Buyoerd 
*Touy‘seutyors Buyxtw eqruunSiseuryors ejezodund‘seusyoew ynor6‘seuryoew Buyxtw 
’ zeqeeTd & 2eQ20u/burddeza 9 seers edyd sere TO yuegi*do dwnd 20304 
£2OPTING PToOzJeOS!ueWseTZZ0OU e302 ind‘ z2eAetTed;diszepue, uosew yOT2q & s2epUe 
WAST‘ Srexpu 2eQI0"' ZeTI22"0 POYfzepuseg UOBeW QUeWed!2eUING ‘OUOD - fines 
‘ ue W207 TeeIs 9 ued Tejew f*do 
Trt3zp ucBealtueweper6 0Qe20U00!s2apue3 Sth20t geome’) zeQseTQpues!A66nqg_ 3984000 
t*edo eusyoeufuew punogez egzuun6 f*do yo209 Buy3gno f*do too, seMod aw - ZF dnoip 
POTITSSeTO JeQzeUTeIey JOU YIOK UOTIONIQSUOD TTS 9 JepUseZ JeQUedIe5 
t20930d812 piepeye & SQOT BuyAteoez zo QNO 8 UT STOO? 9% STeTzeQ3eW Buy1039 
f*onagg 8 ‘eBbptq zo Bbuyzexz & Gutyoeraisteyzejew JO UOTINGTIQSTpP!QUeWed’ T9838! 70q 
“wnt zo Buy Tpueg!*dy 2, 8TOo, Jo Burpeotun ¢ Tpeotisebes 310 Asytoy wo2z 9 oO 
Tey2eQeu Jo Guypeotun = Burpeot!burtTszx0eq!yI20M binst5 
SNOILINIGHG NOILVOIAISSVTS SXadOdVT 
© H2yQ°v SAepT Toy pred ueses osty ‘/e3e2 
Atanoy oyeeq zo e@ - “824 ¢ aeAO 199 - *824 *sow feuou - ‘sow st -e 
5 OLINALSNOD YOLWATTA YOd BLONLOOT 


tKeq azoqet - q ‘heq eouepuedepur - tk ey 20W9 tkeq ,8200x% Ae 
WLSNOD WOLVARTS YOd SAVGI'ION GIVd 


* (CW) (PED Ct) (Re) S*S ‘aad 6Z) seeneTo . 
QO82QU0D BprepUe Is zOoqeT e4Q UT 
Pepraoczd ee AtTuo' przene 328938 peppe eq 
Ava peyeyt suos Qeorsyeseyo eyQ zo 
edoos 8y3 UTYITA PepNtouy ydu y20K 
20} PpOpeeu suOTQeOTZTSSeTO peIsT TUN 


*Tequeprout st BSurptea 

YoTYA OF UoOTQeIedoO Burwiozzed Q3e19 ez'e | ct°9t $2033td JTHUTIdS 
203 peqrzosezd e3e2 eAteoeu tsumaTaM NE+96°7] CE“ TT weyshs 20 3yuN 
Quepusdepuy § eje2edes 
e Aq peuoy3tpuoo AtTenp 
-Tatpuy sy *yde Atrwez 
TENPTATpUT Yyoee e704 
yByeq ut setTz03s € URYD 
isset azun Bursnoy Atrwez 
eTdratnw 320 BurTTeap 
Atrwez etburs e uo 420m 
TeToOz2euMIOD 

tS270¥20M TeQeW 3Ee8US 

uewsdT 330% 
ett? 3 e3eTS 
uoT3Tsoduo5 

?8128j00" 


. 


(Sutpeot-z Tes 
20U) BSpTToONe ‘suo3 
Z/T-E 2840 - § dnoID 
*spA ¢ ueuzy seet 
yonag dung - ¢ dno25 
ST*T} BL" oT uo Z/T-% N24 
suo3 Z/T-T = 2 dnorp ac+96'z 
Gt°t] 66°€T uoz 
Z/T-T zepun - Tt dnoiwp | g0°z 
t829ATIG YONIAL] go°z 
9339S STIL] g0°z 


St°t Sz°st 


Sz*t] c4o°st 


O@*e] es*ct 


T80b-€8XL “ON NOISIOgaG 


beret » dnozp 
66°fT € dnozp 
Te*st z dnoip 
S86°LT T dnozp 
tpzoze2edo quewdynbg s98Mcd 
Te*8t s2equntd 68°ST ueupunoip 
Oz*STt 8202038eTd 
zest 82039; zedT4 , LL*TZ preotTds eTQeo % USwWoUTT 
tuOT_ONIAAWSUOD eUTT 
BUOTIEOT ZT SeeTO TTe ut L6°9T 8204307 
aeye § zeptde ‘syTea TT'tt ¥ dnoip 
geo ‘zyeyo unsoq ‘ebeqs 96°0T € dnoip 
Buyas ‘eSpet 320 sTIts 98°OT z dnoap 
@oputa uo But y20a UeYya 99°0T Tt dnozp 
e302 e6em Buy tpeaeid te292700e71 
@yQ eaoge anoy sed ¢z°s $6°9T 828420aU0IT 
: S6°TT Tet UePTSseY 
suozze2edo TOO} 31eM0d 68°9T TepToOzsewMoD 
uoyzezedo BuyueeTo pueg t*09 e6buei9 jo TTe 9 
ubls uoszez3e£ Z/T useYyQNOS 
Thuya 9 rz0ded €s°st "oo 
, feids UOSI9z7z7e£ Z/T UIS4RZION 
tTreadé3a 1828 tT) 
ysnid urceos (*qozd) s20dtex 
t*OD uos7ezZze£ Z/T YIION e+ 
Bburueeto 69°2 | Ureod szedten 
zemod ‘ze 3seTQpueSs e+ 
Seads 69°2 |SSL°9T 
zebueyrseded 
ysnag 8t+ 
tTerQUepTseU | SET*T)] €9°6T 
7®TTO’ 30 zo’st suceeN 2Ue~weD 
Aeads 83080819 10 se°z| t2°ct uewIsATIPETIA 
quyed 30H - € dnoip OS*Z,SZE°LT exer aaty te 
yen3q e308 st9‘z! PL°ST sesodin 
-0829 10 juTed 304 Teque2 3103 stots etd 
{6uy66y2 Queds euwy3 T3Inw 2 *qsuod ‘3de TTe 
Tre‘Buyueerto s90d Sbutpntoxe sazun OT ue4G 
‘ zeQseTQPURS ‘ IeTTOI @20m JOU JO sesnoyUACR 
*keads - z dnoip wntuTwOpUCe ¥ SQTUN Z 
zebueyreded ueyy ez0m Q0u jo *38U00 
<-TTeA 9 poom [9038 TeTQUepTSsey - sreQUed7eD 
‘ysnag - Tt dnozp $t9°z TepOIeWMOD - SIeQUedIeD 
tTeTOreuMIOD te2eQued7e5 
t*o9 e6ue20 ore sucseweu0jg 3 s20AeTYOT IG 
3O TT® 2 ‘OD uoSs Spo? s2eyeWIeTTOE 
=20339C JO Z/T UISYINOS Ae+zt'e Aqunop e6ue70 
tezequTed ez‘e Aqunod vo0s10337e£ 
28204%10m 8OQ8eqQ8Y 


soTueroeN 
282039NI98U0D 1ORCASTE 


sUueTOTIIOeTZ 


' 
isqtzoueg 
| ebutza 


*sj0efozad (Tey3ueprsey Butpntouy) Burprtna wom dO NOILdINOSad 

“SZ0ST Ya Bb UT €8/8/F PEIeP ‘GZ70P-ESXL “ON UOTSTOSG sepesiedng 

wot eoTTqnd jo e3eq faLvd zeov-cexa **ON NOISIONG 
e6uez0 9 U0OsIez7z70£ *SAILNNOD SVXEL *3LVLS 


NOISIO’G SvFqasudans 





n 
8 
° 
z 
i 
o 
2 
s 
© 
O 
> 
o 
0 
“he 
te 
— 
6 
Zz 
“+ 
3 
> 
— 
i 
: 


1®TIO Pgroip 
uewezta <- 03H 
*do 2zea0d 
*sz0Aeau0disset 10 ‘spk ‘no ¢’seder9giunip et6uts’aeton!*syoem 9 03 € ‘*Yyoum 
GUTPTOA TeseTp 10 SUT TOSEH!seAtIp BUeIO YONIL!I9,eWOB TNE‘ dund!*33 “no PT 
weg SeeT! 2exT Hi 2eperBar0g!eueTd eta! pencg-eper6 epeta!soeseidwoo ary ~ Foi 
seotaep 
BuysejeMep seTyUTSs Jo UOTRQeI0d0 9 weRsts wet TTOM {420M *Q8U09 UO Tey7030e0 
370 uUew They O39 pesN UsYA J0ORRACTE f° 331 taeburta!serttqowdooos !squerd 
go3e@ 9 euTygoues BuyysnsolsqueTd areydsy!sT{ndeusnoLipt tone OT-ma!TtTea 2030eK 
= ‘do TItpidfeuryous eqezodundiseuyyoem Zt O39 4 =~ seuTYyous SuTpTeA UeAtIp 
Te88Tp 20 SUT TOSeD!seuryoum But 30q UOTZepUNOCg! az; T-YbTH! TTeepeIDlsezts 
TTe’eusyoew youezLi*epé ‘no ¢€ seA0'edAg Anvey-s0edes0gie2eayIpSeTidisezts tte 
‘gente Guyaediezomw 310 *33 *NS HT ‘20KTHieURIO BAtQOWOSOT! YONI YOUTAteTTQos 
-ETW (e20W 10 WHIP OAZUSATIP 10908-38;OH!peTTedo1d~jz {98 20pe26 Bur yeaeTs 
feedfy TT’ pejes0edo sone pounaat easenteeuusest WKSTQED!S2030023 480 

JO GedAy TT@ # AeZOPTING!}Co Ysnd! ous TbesqisedAy Te‘ pezes aenod’ yor32 

CIOTTTZ9OeCG /weTOT ING! peTTedold~ toyueyoouw Ajnp fave 


ze0e-text “ON NOTSIOgG 


(FR Doc. 63-28489 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am} 








aaa 
ie ti] 
epSReenenan: | 
a ||| nae Ll] 
Hit Ny 
| | ae 
Hn i} | 
Hil WH 
nn nae | | 
aaa 
aeaee | 
eaeal | 
} 
| ' 
| 1 | | } 
| | 1 | 
' } HI | ; 
| HTT nit in | 


ol 
ul 


| 


Part Ill 


: 


eS ——— 
—_ 
= 
= 


Department of the 
Interior 


Bureau of Land Ma a 


i 





Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1; 
Approval of Operations on Onshore 
Federal and Indian Oil and Gas Lease; 
Final Rule 


| 


ih 
ul 


; 


rs 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Bureau of Land Management 
43 CFR Part 3160 
(Circular No. 2538) 


Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1; 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management. 
Interior. 


ACTION: Final rulemaking. 


summary: This final rulemaking revises 
Notice to Lessees and Operators of 
Federal and Indian Onshore Oil and Gas 
Leases No. 6 (NTL-6) and redesignates it 
as Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1 
under 43 CFR 3164.1. The Order 
supplements requirements of 43 CFR 
Part 3160 relating to the approval of oil 
and gas well operations. The rulemaking 
will lessen the regulatory burden by 
eliminating or modifying the provisions 
of NTL-6, thereby minimizing costs and 
delays in the processing of applications 
for permif'to drill without adversely 
affecting the ability of the Federal 
Government to protect the environment. 
The final Order also reflects changes 
resulting from the consolidation of all 
onshore mineral leasing and operational 
functions in the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

pate: Effective November 21, 1983. 
aporess: Director (500), Bureau of Land 
Management, 18th & C Streets, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20240. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Gerald R. Daniels (202) 653-2134, or 
Mr. Stephen H. Spector (202) 653-2147. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Minerals Management Service (MMS) 
published the Order as proposed 
rulemaking on December 3, 1982 (47 FR 
54462). Comments were invited for 60 
days, ending February 1, 1983. There 
were over 40 separate comments 
received, including 19 from oil and gas 
operators, 2 from oil and gas 
associations, 1 from a State government, 
1 from aa organization representing 
several Indian tribes, 1 from an 
environmental interest group on behalf 
of 7 environmental groups, and the 
remainder from various Federal 
Agencies and from other offices within 
the Department of the Interior. 

The Secretary of the Interior has 
transferred to the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) ali duties related to 
Federal and Indian mineral leases 
formerly exercised by MMS, except for 
those related to revenue accountability 
(see Secretarial Order No. 3087, 
December 3, 1982, as amended February 


7, 1983, and published in the Federal 

- Register of March 2, 1983, 48 FR 8983). 
As part of the implementation of S. O. 
3087, the applicable portions of the 
operating regulations formerly in Title 30 
have been transferred to Title 43 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (48 FR 
36582). 

This rulemaking is to convert the 
current NTL-6, which was issued in 1976 
(41 FR 18116). to an Order promulgated 
under the authority of 43 CFR 3164.1 
formerly 30 CFR 221.14 and, at the same 
time, to redefine and to describe more 
clearly the requirements for filing and 
processing applications for permits to 
drill (APD). The major changes include 
some modifications in the previously 
required content of the supporting 
documentation to accompany the APD, 
the inclusion of alternative procedures 
by which industry may initiate the APD 
process, and a reduction in the 
processing and review time now 
required in most instances. The result 
will be to minimize costs and delays in 
the processing of most APD’s for both 
the Government and industry through 
the elimination of unnecessary, 
burdensome, and counterproductive 
portions of NTL-6, while assuring that 
the objectives of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and 
other applicable laws and regulations 

-are met. To this end, the comments 
received as a result of the proposed 
rulemaking and the Notice of Intent, 
published April 16, 1982 (47 FR 16426). 
as well as several studies made of the 
existing APD processing procedures 
over the past 2 years have been 
analyzed. 

It should be noted that the basic 
requirements for approval and the time 
frame for processing are not established 
by this Order. The factors which must 
be addressed by the applicant and the 
safety, health, and environmental 
concerns to be considered by the 
Government, as established by NTL-6, 
basically remain unchanged. The time 
frame for APD processing was 
established by 43 CFR 3162.3-1, formerly 
30 CFR 221.23, which became effective 
November 26, 1982 (47 FR 47758). The 
purpose of this Order is to supplement 
established requirements and to provide 
lessees and operators with sufficient 
guidance to enable preparation of 
APD’s. This will also enable the Bureau 
of Land Management to consider the 
APD's more expeditiously. 

The comments received as a result of 
the publication of the proposed 
rulemaking ranged from overall support 
for the proposed modifications of NTL-6 
to basic disagreement with changes 
included in the proposed rule as well as 
with the earlier final rulemaking 
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covering 30 CFR Part 221 in its entirety, 
redesignated as 43 CFR Part 3160. A 
number of commenters proposed several 
additional modifications, and, where 
these suggestions improved clarity while 
not adversely affecting the intended 
result, the recommendations were 
adopted. 

Two commenters requested that the 
Order be republished as proposed 
rulemaking to reflect the merger of all 
onshore minerals operational 
responsibilities into BLM. In reviewing 
these requests, the Department weighed 
the extent to which the proposed Order 
required modification due to the merger 
against the need for completion of the 
rulemaking process. It was concluded 
that these operational responsiblilities, 
although now residing in a different 
organizational entity, remain basically 
unchanged by the merger and, moreover, 
that the merger will enhance the 
opportunity of fulfilling the objective of 
streamlining the procedures for the 
processing of APD's. Therefore, delaying 
final implementation by republication is 
considered unnecessary. 

A second general comment concerned 
the publication of this and subsequent 
Orders in the annual Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR). In the effort to design 
a system to replace the existing NTL's, 
one option considered when the 
operating regulations were revised last 
year was to expand the regulations to 
include all instructions that the NTL’s 
currently provide. This approach was 
rejected because the basic policy 
guidelines are contained in the 
regulations, while the nature and . 
complexity of supplemental instructive 
material contained in NTL’s must be 
revised from time to time to reflect 
changed circumstances. A decision was 
also made at that tme to convert all 
nationwide NTL’s to Orders. However, it 
was recognized that a complete listing 
of all such Orders should be available to 
lessees and operators for convenient 
reference. Therefore, it was determined 
to include in the operating regulations at 
43 CFR 3164.1(b) a table of all onshore 
Orders with information as to the 
subject matter, effective date, Federal 
Register reference, and the predecessor 
document(s). This provides easy 
reference, while not making the 
operating regulations unduly 
cumbersome. The table will be updated 
as each final Order is issued. 

A third general comment concerned 
the failure to provide specific 
procedures for review and approval of 
APD's by both State agencies and 
Indian lessors. With regard to the 
various States, it is common practice for 
most to require the filing and approval 
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of APD’s, without regard to mineral 
ownership status. However, where 
appropriate, the States also will be 
given an opportunity for input into the 
Federal APD process. With regard to 
exploration and development of Indian 
tribal and allotted lands, the leasing 
regulations contained in Title 25 of the 
CFR provide for approval by the 
“supervisor,” who is the predecessor of 
the authorized officer contained in this 
Order. Any requirement for additional 
approval of operations by or on behalf 
of the Indian lessor will be addressed by 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) as a 
part of the APD review process. In 
addition, the proposed Order contained 
a provision under section VII which 
called for the operator to obtain 
agreement from an Indian or other 
private surface owner as to surface 
protection and rehabilitation and/or 
damages. That provision is retained in 
the final Order. A provision is inserted 
which allows approval of operations 
upon the posting of a bond when surface 
owner agreement cannot be obtained. In 
response to the comments received, a 
change has been made to the Surveying 
and Staking section (IIL A.) to also 
require the lessee/operator to make 
arrangements with BIA and the Indian 
owner prior to entry upon the land for 
the purpose of surveying and staking. 

The following specific comments and 
responses thereto are listed under the 
section of the proposed Order to which 
they relate. Sections which received no 
comments or only editorial suggestions 
are not listed. 

Accountability (Section I) 

The State, which provided comments 
on behalf of several of its agencies, 
recommended that this section be 
modified to include conformance with 
applicable State laws. The section is 
modified to include conformance with 
State and local laws, where applicable. 
In addition, a sentence has been added 
to clearly indicate that the lessee and 
operator are responsible for obtaining 
any other Federal, State, or Indian 
approval which may be required prior to 
commencing operations. 

Special Situations (Section II) 

A few commenters thought that the 
exceptions to the prior approval 
requirement for surveying and staking 
well locations were too limited. They 
argued that nonsurface disturbing 
activities such as “archaeological 
surveys” should be permitted prior to 
approval. This concept has been 
accepted. However, instead of the - 
recommended language the phrase 
“cultural resource inventories” has been 
used because it more correctly describes 


the excepted activity. Several 
commenters also stated that the 
requirement for a surface use plan, in 
those cases where Federal or Indian 
lands are to be crossed by access roads, 
appeared to be too broad. They 
suggested that plans submitted should 
cover only the Federal or Indian portion 
of the access road and be provided only 
in the case of new construction, or 
reconstruction. As proposed, the 
provision could have been interpreted 
as broadly as the commenters 
suggested; therefore, it has been revised. 
Surveying and Staking {A)_- 

In response to comments by the 
Department of Defense Task Force for 
Development of Mineral Leasing Policy 
on Defense Lands, this section has been 
modified to exclude lands under 
Defense jurisdiction from those that may 
be surveyed and staked without 
advance approval. This change is made 
primarily for safety and security 
reasons. In addition, language has been 
added to strongly encourage applicants 
to notify the appropriate office of the 
involved surface managing agency in 
advance of surveying and staking; 
specific examples are cited of conditions 
that could delay the process if early 
notification does not occur. 

One industry commenter suggested 
that BIA should be included as a party 
to be contacted for access arrangements 
on Indian lands. This change has been 
made. Commenters thought that the 
surveying and staking provisions 
required either too much or too little 
detail. One operator considered the 
specifics required to be burdensome. 
However, this comment was not 
prevalent. The Order provides the 
minimum staking requirements 
necessary to permit a proper evaluation 
of potential impacts of subsequent 
surface disturbing activities without 
being unduly burdensome. In contrast, 
some of the Government commenters 
thought operators should be required to 
stake all potential cuts and fills along 
access roads. The proposed Order 
required only that the center line of new 
access roads be staked. No change was 
made, since it was concluded that the 
potential cuts and fills should be evident 
during the onsite inspection. The finai 
Order does require, however, that cuts 
and fills on the proposed location be 
staked. 

A few commenters expressed concern 
that the present practice of using a 
Preliminary Environmental Review 
(PER) had not been included in the 
proposed Order. While the PER is not 
retained by name as a separate and 
distinct process, the concept has been 


utilized in designing the Notice of 
Staking (NOS) option. This process 
should prove more efficient for both 
industry and the Government while 
utilizing significant features of the prior 
PER procedure. Operators are strongly 
encouraged to notify surface managers 
at the earliest possible stage, and no 
significant surface disturbing activities 
will be allowed prior to appropriate 
authorization. 


Material To Be Filed (B)—Notice of 
Staking (1) 

The NOS option was developed from 
an industry proposal. Thus, there was 
considerable support for its use. Some 
commenters suggested it should be used 
to the exclusion of the existing APD 
process. However, because the Order 
provides for two alternative procedures 
for submission of the required 
information, operators can utilize the 
process best suited to their needs. 

Several commenters recommended 
that the provision concerning surface 
access for surveying and staking should 
be expanded to include archeological 
surveys. This concern is addressed 
under “Special Situations” above. To 
avoid confusion and duplication, it has. 
been removed from this section. Another 
commenter recommended incorporating 
the issuance of rights-of-way not a part 
of the APD and other special use 
permits into the Order No. 1 process. 
The regulations governing the issuance 
of these other permits are contained in 
different parts of the rules of the various 
surface management agencies (SMA). 
They are beyond the scope of this 
rulemaking. However, with regard to 
BLM-administered lands, every effort 
will continue to be made to coordinate 
processing and to issue all needed 
approvals and permits concurrently. 

One commenter suggested the 
inclusion of specific language 
prohibiting motorized vehicles from 
sensitive areas. This suggestion has not 
been-adopted, since the use of 
motorized vehicles would be the 
appropriate, preferred method of entry 
in most instances. The language of the 
Order provides the authorized officer 
with the necessary authority to take all 
appropriate steps to protect resource 
values. 

Application for Permit To Drill (2) 

The majority of the commenters 
addressing this provision expressed 
support for the process. One commenter 
did express concern that the 30-day time 
period was insufficient to allow “* * * 
adequate consideration of 
environmental values or the public's 
right to participate in the permitting 
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decisions.” Re aaetie fet. Plies 


regulations (43 CFR 3162.3-1 and 3162.5- 
1, a aeeeiigaeske te 

in 30 days but do not 
require the apptoval of all APD's in that 
time frame. In fact, the Order cites 
examples of circumstances where a 
decision within 30 days is unlikely. In all 
eee majority of APD's 
can be processed within 30 days while 
assuring adequate consideration of 
environmental! values and public 


participation. 
Commenters offered both s 
ition for the i i 


processing due to factors such as an 
imminent lease expiration date, 
availability of drilling equipment, or 
other reasonable but operators 
must realize that applications normally 
will be processed in the order received. 
The primary controlling consideration in 
determining whether a late-filed 
application can be accorded a higher 
priority is, generally, whether the 
current workload of the involved office 
will permit the processing to occur 
within the remaining time available. The 
extent of the review required to ensure 
that all technical, administrative, and 
environmental concerns have been 
satisfied may preclude a final decision 
on an application prior to the end of a 
lease term if the operator fails to allow 
sufficient lead time for that purpose. The 
operator has the burden of showing why 
the filing could not have been made 
within the normal time frame and thus 
should be processed prior to previously 
filed applications. 

Conferences and Inspection (C) 

The majority of the comments 
concerning this item addressed the 
timing of the onsite inspection and the 
participants. Several commenters, 
representing “other interested parties,” 

specific modification of the 
Order to include their notification and 
invitation to the onsite inspection. The 
Order has been modified to require that 


operators furnish the name, address, 
and phone number of all private surface 
owners and to require that BLM notify 
such owners and provide an opportunity 
to participate in the onsite inspection. 
This includes BIA, if the involved lands 
are held in trust for Indians. The Order 
was not modified to make notification of 
State agencies mandatory; however, 
State agencies will be notified, when 
appropriate. No change was made in the 
requirement that the operator's principal 
dirt and drilling contractors attend these 
onsite inspections. While the operator is 
responsible for all actions of such 
contractors, past experience has shown 
that inadvertent miscommunication of 
requirements can occur when 
information in that regard is passed on 
second and third hand. Generally, once 
actions such as the construction of drill 
pads or access roads have been 
improperly executed, the correction 
thereof can result in the delays of actual 
drilling operations and additional 
expenditures to correct the identified 
errors. BLM seeks to avoid these 
occurrences by requiring that the 
operator's principal contractors 
participate in the onsite inspections. 
With regard to scheduling and 
conducting onsite inspections within 15 
days, one commenter did not believe 
enough time was provided to allow for 
proper public participation. In the vast 
majority of instances, an onsite 
inspection that includes all interested 
parties can be accomplished within 15 
days. Moreover, in order to meet the 
total 30-day processing time frame, the 
onsite inspection must be held within 15 
days. It should be noted that the section 
of the Order on “Processing Time 
Frames” does clearly indicate that a 
processing time longer than 30 days 
generally will be required in sensitive 
areas (see item D. below). 

The provision relating to in-fill wells 
received numerotis comments of both 
support and concern. While some 
commenters thought no inspection 
should be performed for such wells, 
others stated that all proposed in-fill 
wells should be inspected. As finalized, 
the Order provides the needed flexibility 
to inspect any in-fill well location where 
there are site specific concerns that 
have not been addressed previously by 
an appropriate environmental 
assessment. Where the identified 
concerns have been addressed 
previously, it is expected that a joint 
inspection with the involved surface 
management agency will not be 
required. 


Processing Time Frames ©) 
A significant number of commenters 
expressed support for this section as 


written and thought that it would greatly 
enhance the effort to streamline the 
processing of APD's. One commenter 
believed that the 30-day processing time 
frame would cause areas of special 
environmental concern to be ignored. 
While the proposed rule, as written, 
indicated that approval of APD’s would 
not always occur within 30 days and 
enumerated specific areas in which 
additional time generally would be 
required, editorial changes have been 
made in the provision for clarity. In 
addition, the list of sensitive areas likely 
to require more than 30 days of 
necessary time has been expanded from 
six to nine, while continuing to indicate 
that others may be identified later. A 
few commenters stated that some of the 
past processing delays occurred because 
of administrative problems in 
coordination between involved 
agencies. This problem was one of the 
main reasons for the Secretary's 
decision to merge all onshore mineral 
leasing and regulatory functions of the 
Department into BLM. Since the 
majority of the drilling applications are 
for wells on lands under BLM’s 
jurisdiction, the number of 
administrative delays should be greatly 
reduced in the future. 


Cultural Resources Clearance (E) 


Several commenters stated that this 
provision was unclear in several 
respects. In response to these comments, 
the entire provision has been rewritten 
for clarity. The Order now provides a 
separate cultural resources clearance 
requirement for privately owned 
surface. It also has been modified to 
encourage the lessee or operator to 


_ contact other involved Federal SMA’s 


prior to submission of any material to 
BLM. These early contacts will allow 
quicker identification of potential 
problems involving cultural resources 
and the determination of whether a 
cultural resources inventory and repogt 
will be required. No change was made . 
with regard to the cultural resources 
clearance requirement for in-fill wells, 
since surface conditions may vary 
greatly on various portions of the same 
leased area. However, if a previous 
report covered the proposed new well 
location and is referenced in the 
application, no new report wil] be 
required. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 
Clearance and Other Critical 
Environmental Concerns (F) 


One commenter interpreted the 
provision as allowing drilling sites to be 
located in areas of special 
environmental concern, without 
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appropriate consideration of those 
concerns. This interpretation is not 
correct. BLM or other surface managing 
agencies will identify and consider all 
significant environmental concerns 
during the review process. BLM will 
ensure that all other appropriate 
organizational entities are consulted, as 
required by applicable law and 
regulation. However, it is neither 
necessary nor appropriate to detail all 
such existing consultation procedures in 
the Order. 


Components of a Complete Application 
for Permit To Drill (G)—Complete 
Application (1) 

Although no comments were received 
on this provision, it has been modified to 
recognize the authority of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and the States which gain primacy from 
EPA in relation to those wells which a 
lessee or operator proposes to drill for 
injection purposes (disposal or 
production enhancement) on Federal or 
Indian lands. The language added 
advises that, in these circumstances, the 
lessee or operator must also obtain an 
underground injection permit from EPA 
or the involved State, where the State 
has achieved primacy. In addition, 
language has been added to advise 
lessees and operators that any 
information supplied to the State or EPA 
in support of obtaining the injection 
permit will be accepted by BLM to the 
extent that it satisfies the information 
submittal requirements of this Order. 
Similar language has been added in 
section IV. (Subsequent Operations) to 
address those situations where a lessee 
or operator proposes to convert an 
existing well on Federal or Indian lands 
for injection purposes. 

Commenters requested clarification of 
the meaning intended by the use of the 
term “certified plat” in provision 3.a. 
The provision has been modified to 
clearly state that the plat must be 
prepared by a registered surveyor and 
that the surveyor must certify on the plat 
that the site has been staked as shown. 
An additional sentence also has been 
added, for clarity, to provision 3.e. 
(cementing). 


Form 3160-3, Formerly 9-331 C (3) 


Lessees and operators are advised 
that all forms referenced in the Order 
will be revised slightly and will be 
renumbered in accordance with the BLM 
system of numbering forms. BLM form 
numbers correspond to the number of 
the controlling regulations. This form 
conversion process has just begun since 
the nonroyalty portions of the operating 
regulations (formerly 30 CFR Part 221) 
have been transferred to Title 43 CFR 


Part 3160. In addition, the agency and 

approving official’s title will be changed. 
Until this occurs, however, all approved 
forms currently in use will remain valid. 


Drilling Plan (4) 

One commenter requested that the 
provision relating to the protection of 
proprietary data be modified to more 
closely parallel the procedures followed 
for wells drilled offshore. While the 
specific change requested has not been 
adopted, the language has been 
modified to indicate clearly that any 
information identified by the applicant 
as proprietary, pursuant to 43 CFR 
3162.8, formerly 30 CFR 221.33, will be 
deleted from all informational copies 
that BLM supplies to other parties. 

Another commenter requested a 
modification to indicate that pertinent 
data will be provided to the involved 
surface managing agency. This 
suggestion has been adopted. Language 
also has been added to provide 
applicants with information regarding 
the standards that BLM and other 
involved agencies utilize in evaluating 
the technical competency of the 
proposed drilling and surface use 
programs. In addition, a provision has 
been added to clarify the Department's 
position on reclamation of privately 
owned surface, which is, basically, that 
reclamation on such lands is a matter to 
be resolved between the lessee or 
operator and the private surface owner. 
However, BLM may require that 
information about such arrangements be 
submitted when it is determined that 
Federal or Indian surface could be 
significantly affected by a proposed well 
site or access road on nearby private 
surface (see section VIL., Privatel 
Owned Surface.). 
Guidelines for Preparing Drilling 
Program (a) 

One commenter stated that item (6), 
on testing, logging, and coring, was 
confusing. In response to that comment, 
the language has been modified for 
clarity. 

Guidelines for Preparing Surface Use 
Program (b) 

These guidelines received extensive 
comment and are discussed by 
individual item. Some of the BLM field 
office commenters thought the Order 
should strictly require a standard map 
size. This suggestion has not been 
adopted, as it would be unduly 
burdensome not to provide some 
flexibility. Item (1) has been modified to 
require the maintenance of existing 
roads pursuant to SMA standards. One 
commenter objected to the requirement 
in item (3) that all wells within a 1-mile 


radius of the proposed location be listed. 
This provision has not been modified —_. 
because the information is needed for 
the proper evaluation of each proposal. 
It should be noted that the existing 
NTL-6 requires such information for a 2- 
mile radius around proposed 
exploratory wells. 

Item (4), relating to the location of 
existing and proposed facilities should a 
well be productive, elicited considerable 
comment. One commenter suggested 
that specific information in this regard 
may not be known when an exploratory 
well is first proposed. Thus, precise 
information, such as the nature and 
placement of storage and treating 
facilities, can only be determined after a 
discovery has occurred and the nature 
and extent thereof is known. The 
provision has been modified to allow 
the filing of a request for the subsequent 
approval of any production facility not 
known or contemplated at the time an 
APD is initially filed. However, the 
requirement that such information, to 
the extent known or contemplated, shall 
be included in the initial filing, has been 
retained. This information is necessary 
for planning purposes and could 
expedite the approval of new or 
modified facilities at a later date. 

In addition, matters other than surface 
disturbance (e.g., other authorized uses 
of the surface) can be affected by the 
siting and areal extent of production 
facility layouts and thus must be 
considered as early as possible by the 
involved SMA. This item was also 
modified by removing certain 
informational requirements relating to 
subsequent operations and placing those 
in section IV. of the Order. Item (6) was 
clarified to conform to retent 
amendments to the controlling 
regulations. 

Some commenters thought item (9) 
should be deleted, since most drilling rig 
layouts are similar. However, others 
stated that the provision should be 
expanded to include additional detail so 
that potential impacts could be fully 
evaluated. The provision has not been 
revised because it provides for the 
receipt of all essential information 
without being unnecessarily 
burdensome. 

One commenter observed that the 
information required by item (10) 
duplicated other items of the Order. 
BLM concurs in this observation and has 
consolidated, to the maximum extent 
practicable, all references to surface 
reclamation plans in this provision. 
Additionally, the words “rehabilitation” 
and “restoration” have been replaced 
with the more comprehensive term of 
“reclamation.” 





Item (11) was revised and the title 
changed in response to the comments 
received. It now specifically requires the 
submission of information on the surface 
ownership at the well site and for all 
roads to be constructed or 
reconstructed. If privately owned 
surface is involved, the name, address 
and phone number of such person is to 
be provided also. To encourage lessees 
and operators to submit other useful 
data, a new item (12) has been added, 
and item (12), as proposed, has been 
renumbered as (13). 

Subsequent Operations (Section IV) 

Eleven commenters specifically 
addressed this section of the proposed 
Order. A few of the comments were 
directed to the controlling regulation (43 
CFR 3162.3-2, formerly 30 CFR 221.27) 
and thus were beyond the scope of the 
rulemaking. Most of the other 
commenters found the proposed item 
unclear. The entire provision has been 
rewritten for clarity and to conform the 
language to that of the controlling 
regulations. As stated in both the 
regulation and the Order, routine 
operations will require prior approval 
only if additional surface disturbance is 
involved. Additionally, language has 
been added to recognize the authority of 
EPA or a primacy State with respect to 
underground injection control. Thus, 
lessees and operators are advised that a 
permit must also be obtained from EPA 
or the State whenever it is proposed to 
convert an existing well on Federal or 
Indian lands for injection purposes. 
Information submitted to EPA or the 
State in support of obtaining such a 
permit will be accepted by BLM to the 
extent that it satisfies the information 
submission requirements of the Order. 


Well Abandonment (Section V) 


In response to the comments received, 
this section has been revised 
specifically to provide that, when 
appropriate, additional reclamation 
requirements may be imposed upon 
abandonment of an operational site on 
Federal or Indian surface. 

Privately Owned Surface (Section VII) 
Several commenters questioned both 
this section, as proposed, and references 

to operations on privately owned 
surface contained elsewhere in the 
proposed Order. This section has been 
rewritten to consolidate these references 
under this provision and to clarify, with 
respect to privately owned surface, 
surface protection, cultural resources, 
surface reclamation, and/or payment in 
lieu thereof, that all are matters to be 
settled between the lessee/operator and 
the private surface owner. The BLM will 


only become involved in these 
arrangements if it is determined that 
adjacent Federal or Indian surface could 
be adversely affected by construction or 
operational activities on the privately 
owned surface or if an agreement 
cannot be reached. Commenters 
generally favored the concept that a 
copy of any such agreement need not be 
submitted if such adjacent Federal and 
Indian surface will not be affected 
adversely. 


Reports and Activities Required After 
Well Completion (Section VIII) 


Several operators commenting on this 
provision found the references to 
required submissions either 
unnecessary, in light of the controlling 
regulations, or inconsistent with the 
recently enacted Federal Oil and Gas 
Royalty Management Act of 1982. In 
response to this comment the section 
has been rewritten to conform to the 
regulations and the Act. 

The only substantive comment 
relating to the attachments to the Order 
was that the operator’s phone number 
should be provided on the optional NOS 
This change has been made. The 
attachments are provided to expedite 
the review and ~ -ocessing of the 
application. However, approved form 
3160-3, formerly 9-331C, and the 
attachments thereto constitute the basic 
filing requirement specified by this 


- Order. 


The principal authors of this final 
rulemaking are Mr. Lynn Rust, 
Cheyenne, Wyoming; Mr. Raymond W. 
Vinyard, Tulsa, Oklahoma; Messrs. Paul 
Petty and Gregory P. Shoop, Division of 
Fluid Mineral Leasing; and Messrs. Sie 
Ling Chiang, Frederick S. Crafts, Gerald 
R. Daniels, Gerald J. Richard, Stephen H. 
Spector, William J. Weber, and Eddie R. 
Wyatt, Division of Fluid Mineral 
Operations, assisted by staff members 
of the Office of Legislation and 
Regulatory Management, all of the 
Bureau of Land Management. Significant 
guidance and input also was provided 
by personnel of the Office of the 
Solicitor, the Department of the Interior, 
and the Forest Service, Department of 
Agriculture. 


Executive Order 12291 


The Department of the Interior has 
determined that this document is not a 
major rule and does not require a 
regulatory impact analysis under 
Executive Order 12291 because its net 
effect is estimated to be a 5 percent cost 
reduction in the processing of 
operational proposals. 
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Regulatory Flexibility Act 


The Department has also determined 
that the rulemaking will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities and 
does not require a regulatory flexibility 
analysis under the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act because its net effect is estimated to 
be a 5 percent cost reduction in the 
processing of operational proposals. 


National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 


It is hereby determined that this 
proposed rulemaking does not constitute 
a major Federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human 
environment and that no detailed 
statement pursuant to section 102(2)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)) is 
required. 


Paperwork Reduétion Act of 1980 


The optional Notice of Staking (NOS) 
is an industry proposal for expediting 
the review and processing of the 
approved Application for Permit to Drill 
form (3160-3), and when this optional 
notice is used, it will always be followed 
by the required, approved form. The 
information that may be supplied in the 
notice is identical to information that is 
required by the Application for Permit to 
Drill, which information collection 
requirement has already been cleared. 
Any supporting documents 
accompanying the notice need not be 
resubmitted with the application form 
unless a significant change has occurred 
since the submission of the notice. The 
sample format is provided to assist 
applicants in the preparation of the 
notice. This method of collecting 
information does not impose any 
additional burden on the affected public 
and as such, the Office of Management 
and Budget has agreed to incorporate 
the NOS into the clearance for the 
Application for Permit to Drill, 1004— 
0136. The collection of all information 
required by this Order has been 
approved by OMB under 44 U.S.C. 3507 
and assigned the following clearance 
numbers: 1004-0134—The specific 
provisions of the regulations in 43 CFR 
Part 3160, formerly 30 CFR Part 221, 
1004-0135—Sundry Notice and Report of 
Wells (3160-5, formerly 9-331), 1004— 
0136—Application for Permit to Drill, 
Deepen, or Plug Back (3160-3, formerly 
9-331C), and 1004-0137—Well 
Completion or Recompletion Report and 
Log (3160-4, formerly 9-330). 
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List of Subjects in 43 CFR Part 3160 


Government contracts, Oil and gas 
exploration, Public lands, Mineral 
resources, Reporting requirements. 


Under the authority of the Act of 
February 25, 1920, as amended and 
supplemented (30 U.S.C. 189, 226), and 
Executive Order 12291 (46 FR 13193), 
Part 3160, Group 3100, Subchapter C, 
Chapter II of Title 43 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations is amended as set 
forth below. 


ee Subject 
6... eee: Sad Lesa 


Appendix—Text of Oil and Gas Order 


Note.—This appegdix will not appear in 
the Code of Federal! Regulations. 


Contents 
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B. Other Operations 
C. Emergency Repairs 
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VI. Water Well Conversion 
VIL Privately Owned Surface 
VIIL Reports and Activities Required After 
Well Completion 


Onshore Oil and Gas Order 
Federal and Indian Oil and Gas Leases 
Order No. 1 
Effective: November 21, 1983. 
Approval of Operations 
Introduction 


This Order is established pursuant to 
the authority prescribed in 43 CFR Part 
3160, formerly 30 CFR 221. Approval of 
all proposed exploratory, development, 
and service wells, and all required 
approvals of subsequent well operations 
and other lease operations, shall be 
obtained in accordance with 43 CFR 
3162.3-1, 3162.3-2, 3162.3-3, 3162.3-4 and 


Dated: September 21, 1983. 
Harold W. Furman Il, 
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


PART 3160—ONSHORE OIL AND GAS 
OPERATIONS 


Section 3164.1(b) is amended by 
adding the following table: 


§ 3164.1 Onshore Oil and Gas Orders. 


* - * * 


(b) an. @-@ 
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3162.51, formerly 30 CFR 221.23, 221.27, 
221.28, 221.29, or 221.30, as appropriate. 

All wells approved for drilling under 
the provisions of this Order shall have 
been included in a drilling plan, as 
required under 43 CFR 3162.3-1(d), 
formerly 30 CFR 221.23(d). 

A drilling plan may be submitted for a 
single well, or for several wells that are 
proposed to be drilled to the same zone 
within a field or area of geological and 
environmental similarity. Plans for 
additional development of the leasehold 
should be considered in the submittal. 

However, approval of Form 3160-3, 
formerly 9-331C (Application for Permit 
to Drill, Deepen, or Plug Back) is 
required for each well, and in order to 
be complete an Application for Permit to 
Drill (APD) shall include all information 
required under 43 CFR 3162.3-1 (d) and 
(e). A technically and administratively 
complete APD includes, in addition to 
Form 3160-3, a drilling plan, evidence of 
bond coverage, a designation of 
operator, when appropriate, and such 
other information as may be required by 
applicable Order or Notice to evaluate 

the proposal. Refer to section IL.G. for 
more detailed guidance on complete 
APD’s. 

Certain subsequent well operations 
and other lease operations involving 
additional surface disturbance shall be 
included in a plan submitted on Form 
3160-5, formerly 9-331 (Sundry Notices 
and Reports On Wells), and approved 
under the provisions of this Order 
pursuant to 43 CFR 3162.3-2 or 3162.3-3, 
formerly 30 CFR 221.27 or 221.28, 
respectively. 

A report on all subsequent well 
operations shall be filed on Form 3160-5, 
as prescribed in 43 CFR 3162.3-2. A 
notice of intention to abandon a well 
and a subsequent report of 
abandonment shall also be filed on 


Form 3160-5, as required by 43 CFR 
3162.34. 

All applications for approval under 
the provisions of this Order shall be 
submitted to the appropriate authorized 
officer of the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). “Authorized 
Officer” means any person authorized to 
perform the duties prescribed. To be 
advised of the proper BLM official and 
office with which to file an application, 
the lessee/operator may contact the 
appropriate District Manager of BLM 
having jurisdiction over lease operations 
in a particular‘area. 

The lessee/operator shall comply with 
the following requirements: 

I. Accountability. Lessees and 
operators have the responsibility to see 
that their exploration, development, 
production, and construction operations 
are conducted in a manner which (1) 
conforms with applicable Federal laws 
and regulations and with State and local 
laws and regulations to the extent that 
such State and local laws are applicable 
to operations on Federal or Indian 
leases; (2) conforms with the lease 
terms, lease stipulations, and conditions 
of approval; (3) results in diligent 
development and efficient resource 
recovery; (4) protects the lease from 
drainage; (5) affords adequate 
safeguards for the environment; (6) 
results in the proper reclamation of 
disturbed lands; (7) conforms with 
current available technology and 
practice; (8) assures that underground 
sources of fresh water will not be 
endarigered by any fluid injection 
operation; and (9) otherwise assures the 
protection of the public health and 
safety. Lessees and operators shall be 
held fully accountable for their 
contractors’ and subcontractors’ 
compliance with the requirements of the 
approved permit and/or plan. Drilling/ 
construction and associated operations 
shall not be conducted without prior 
approval of the authorized officer of 
BLM. BLM approval of the APD does not 
relieve the lessee and operator from 
obtaining and other authorizations 
required for operations on Federal and 
Indian lands. 

Il. Special Situations. Lessees and 
operators, as well as their contractors 
and subcontractors, shall not commence 
any operation or construction activity 
on a lease, other than cultural resource 
inventories and surveying and staking 
well locations on Federal and Indian 
lands, without the prior approval of the 
authorized officer of BLM, except for 
certain subsequent operations (see 
Section IV. of this Order). The terms and 
conditions of an approved permit and 
drilling plan, or other plan, shall not be 





aioe” 


purposes. In addition, in cases where an 
access road to a non-Federal or non- 
Indian drillsite will cross leased Federal 
or Indian lands, the operator shall 
submit a surface use plan only for those 
portions of the access road on Federal 
or Indian lands where new construction 
or reconstruction will occur. Such plans 
shall be submitted to the authorized 
officer of BLM or appropriate Federal 


officer of BLM or other appropriate SMA 
ea 
cultural resource inventory, except 

Se ieidiaentede mannan 
of Defense or other lands used for 


These include but are not limited to: 
—Whether a cultural resource inventory 


is required; 
—Presence of threatened or 

species and/or critical habitats; 
—Vehicle access restrictions; and/or 
—Permitting requirements applicable to 
affected lands outside the leasehold 
boundary. 


Where the surface is privately owned 
or held in trust of Indian benefit, the 
lessee/operator is responsible for 
making access arrangements with the 
private surface owner or the Bureau of 


dimensions of the drill pad. reserve pit 
and other areas of surface disturbance, 
cuts and fills, and centerline flagging of 
new roads with road stakes being 
visible from one to the next. Cut and fill 
staking applies only to the wellsite, 
reserve pit, and, if off-location, and 
ancillary facilities. 

B. Material to be Filed. 

1. Notice of Staking. Prior to filing a 
complete APD, the lessee or operator 
may,.at its option, file a Notice of 
Staking (Attachment A) with the 
authorized officer of BLM and 
appropriate office of any other involved 
SMA. In Alaska, a copy of the Notice 
shall also be sent to the appropriate 
Borough when a subsistence stipulation 
is part of the lease. 

The information contained in the 
Notice of Staking (NOS) will aid in 
identifying the need for associated 
rights-of-way and special use permits. If 
all required information is not included, 
the NOS shall be returned to the 
operator for modification. 

2. Application for Permit to Drill 
(APD). Regardless of whether an NOS is 
filed, the lessee or operator shall file an 
APD. This application shall be 
administratively and technically 
complete prior to approval. The 
authorized officer of BLM shall advise 
the lessee or operator, within 7 working 
days of receipt of the application, as to 
whether or not the application is 
complete. If the application is complete, 
oral notification will suffice. If the 
application is not complete, notification 
to that effect shall be made in writing 
even though the lessee or operator may 
have already received oral notification. 
For purposes of written notification, 
Attachment B, Checklist For Applicant 
Notification, shall be mailed to the 
applicant within the 7-day period. The 
notification shall advise the lessee or 
operator of any defects that need 
correcting and of any additional 
information required. If the deficiencies 
are not corrected and/or the additional 
required information is not submitted 
within 45 days of the date of any oral or 
written notice (if no prior oral notice), 
the application shall be returned to the 
proponent. 

Upon initiation of the APD process, 
the authorized officer of BLM shall 
consult with any other involved SMA 
and with other appropriate interested 
parties, and shall take one of the 
following actions within 30 days: (1) 
Approve the application as submitted or 
with appropriate modifications or 
stipulations; (2) return the application 
and advise the lessee or operator of the 
reasons for disapproval; or (3) advise 
the lessee or operator, either in writing 
or orally with subsequent written 
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confirmation, of the reasons why final 
action will be delayed and the date such 
final action is expected. 

When the NOS option is followed, 
BLM shall strive to process the 
subsequent related APD within 10 days 
of the APD's receipt. However, in either 
situation, the process of reviewing the 
APD and advising the lessee or operator 
as to whether it is technically and 
administratively complete shall be 
considered a part of the overall APD 
processing time, i.e., 30 days in case of 
the APD option and 10 days if the NOS 
process is utilized. Operators are 
cautioned that with respect to any 
particular well, the option selected 
initially, of either filing both an NOS 
and a subsequent APD or only an APD, 
is to be followed and there shall be no 
shifting between the two options. If 
operators fail to maintain a consistent 
approach in this regard, the processing 
time already expended shall not be 
counted as part of the above 30-day 
period. 

The processing of applications shall 
be given a high priority, and individual 
applications shall be processed 
according to the date the application is 
received by the appropriate BLM office. 
If it is not possible for BLM actions to be 
taken prior to lease expiration, the 
lessee or operator shall be advised, at 
least orally, prior to the lease expiration 
date, with all such notifications 
confirmed in writing. Said advice shall 
detail the reasons for delay so that the 
lessee or operator may take such appeal 
or other recourse to preserve the lease 
as is allowed by law and/or regulation. 
The appropriate BLM office telephone 
number and address shall be furnished 
to the lessee or operator with the 
earliest notification or advice. 

C. Conferences and Inspections. An 
onsite predrill inspection shall be 
scheduled and conducted by the 
appropriate BLM office within 15 days 
of receiving the applicant's initially-filed 
document, i.e., either an NOS or a 
complete APD. In special circumstances, 
the authorized officer of BLM may 
require the filing of a complete APD 
prior to the scheduling of an onsite 
predrill inspection. Representatives of 
the appropriate BLM office, the operator 
and other interested parties, such as any 
other involved SMA, the appropriate 
Alaska Borough (when a subsistence 
stipulation is part of the lease), and the 
operator's principal dirt and drilling 
contractors shall attend the predrill 
inspection. When appropriate, the 
operator’s surveyor and archeologist 
should also participate in the inspection. 
If any other involved SMA is not able to 
participate at the desired time, the 
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inspection may be rescheduled provided 
it can be conducted within the 15-day 
period. When private surface is 
involved, the lessee or operator shall 
furnish the name, address and telephone 
number of the private surface owner on 
the NOS form or, in the surface use 
program, such information shall be 
attached to the APD. The BLM shall 
invite the surface owner to participate in 
the onsite inspection. This invitation 
will be extended as early as possible. 
However, a surface owner's inability to 
attend shall not delay the scheduled 
inspection unless BLM can conveniently 
reschedule the inspection within the 15- 
day time period. Joint inspections, i.e., 
those involving any other SMA, 
normally shall not be held for proposed 
in-fill well locations in developed fields 
if an appropriate environmental 
assessment (EA) already has been 
completed by BLM for the field or that 
area of the field. However, if staffing 
permits, a representative of BLM shall 
inspect those proposed locations where 
a joint predrill inspection is not held. At 
the time of onsite inspection, staking of 
the location shall have occurred, as 
specified in part A of this section. The 
surface use and reclamation stipulations 
shall be developed during the onsite 
inspection and provided to the operator 
either at the location or within 5 
working days from the date of the onsite 
inspection, barring‘unusual 
circumstances. These requirements shall 
be incorporated into the complete 
application, when filed, if the proponent 
is following the NOS option. Otherwise, 
these requirements shall be 
incorporated as conditions of the APD 
approval if an NOS is not filed. 
However, this does not preclude the 
possibility of additional conditions 
being imposed as a result of the review 
of the complete application. 

D. Processing Time Frames. The 
following table summarizes the major 
time frames involved in processing most 
APD's: 





The above timeframes together 
comprise the total period during which 
BLM anticipates it will be able to 
process approximately 90 percent of all 
APD’s. However, the 30 days may not 
run consecutively even when APD’s are 
filed immediately after onsite 
inspections. For example, any time used 
by lessees or operators to correct 
deficiencies, or to prepare and submit 
information initially omitted from the 
application and which causes delays in 
processing beyond BLM’s control, shall 
not be counted as part of the 30-day 
period. However, BLM shall continue to 
process applications up to the point 
where any missing piece of information 
or an uncorrected deficiency renders 
further processing impractical or 
impossible. Processing delays which 
extend the 30-day processing time are 
expected to occur in less than 5 percent 
of the cases. In addition, delays in 
conducting onsite inspections within 15 
days of receiving an NOS (or an APD if 
an NOS is not filed), or delays in 
providing all stipulations to the operator 
within 5 working days of an onsite 
inspection may occur in less than 5 
percent of the cases during periods of 
severe weather conditions and in areas 
where certain environmental concerns 
or jurisdictional conflicts exist. 

Such areas include, but are not limited 
to: 
1. Certain tribally or individually 
owned Indian trust or restricted lands. 

2. Lands withdrawn for Federal 
reservoirs and Federal lands 
surrounding such reservoirs. 

3. Lands in formally designated 
wilderness areas, lands formally 
proposed for such designatign, lands 
within BLM Wilderness Study Areas or 
lands within Forest Service Further 
Planning Areas. 

4. National Recreation Areas. 

5. Wildife Refuges. 

6. Certain Federal lands in Alaska. 

7. Lands under jurisdiction of the 
Department of Defense. 

8. Lands where a major problem exists 
with respect to cultural resources. 

9. Lands known to contain threatened 
or endangered species and/or critical 
habitats. - 


The 30-day time frame for completion 
of the APD process also may be 
exceeded in most cases where it is 
necessary to prepare an EA, and in all 
cases where it is necessary to prepare 
an environmental impact statement 
(EIS). 

Lessees and operators are also 
cautioned that if the NOS/APD process 
begins less than 30 days prior to the 
desired date of commencement of 
drilling operations, the process may not 
be completed within the time desired. 

E. Culturai Resources Clearance. 
Because consultation with the involved 
SMA and the State Historic Preservation 
Officer on matters that relate to the 
protection of historic and cultural 
resources is provided in BLM (36 CFR 
800.4{a)(1)), lessees and operators 
should contact the involved SMA at 
least 15 days prior to the submission of 
an NOS or APD to determine whether 
any actions are necessary to locate and 
identify historic and cultural resources. 
If such actions are necessary, lessees 
and operators are encouraged to 
complete the work and report prior to 
the submission of any other material to 
the authorized officer of BLM but, in any 
event, no later than the time the 
complete APD is submitted. Survey 
work and a related report shall be 
required only if the involved SMA has 
reason to believe that properties listed, 
or eligible for listing, in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are 
present in the area of potential effect. 
Historic and cultural resources work on 
privately owned surface shall be 
undertaken only with the consent of the 
private surface owner. If the private 
surface owner refuses entry for that 
purpose, the lessee or operator shall use 
its best efforts to conduct its approved 
operations in a manner that avoids 
adverse effects on any properties which 
are listed, or may be eligible for listing, 
in the NRHP. 

F. Threatened and Endangered 
Species Clearance and Other Critical 
Environmental Concerns. The involved 
SMA shall identify any threatened and 
endangered species and/or critical 
habitat problems and other 
environmental concerns, e.g., wilderness 
and wilderness study areas, wild and 
scenic rivers, etc., to minimize the 
possibility of drill site relocation. Should 
the SMA, if that agency is not BLM, be 
unable to carry out this responsibility, 
BLM shall do so. BLM shall identify any 
known or potential surface geological 
hazards. If any of these concerns exist, 
information in that regard shall be 
conveyed to the lessee/operator by BLM 
no later than when the surface use and 
reclamation stipulations are provided; 
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days of the onsite inspection pursuant to 
the requirements of this subsection. 
Failure to timely submit an APD within 
_ this time frame may result in the lessee/ 

operator having to repeat the entire 

process. The complete APD shall be 

submitted in triplicate to BLM. together 
with any additional copies required by 
the authorized officer. As provided in 43 
CFR 3162.3-1({d]}, formerly 30 CFR 
221.23{d}, a complete application 
consists of: 

(a) Form 3160-3, (b) a drilling plan (or 
reference thereto) containing 
information required by section G.4., 
below, (c) evidence of bond coverage as 
required by Department of the Interior 
regulations, (d) designation of operator, 
where necessary, and (e) such other 
information as may be required by 
applicable Orders and Notices, 
including a cultural resource report (if 
required and not already filed). The 
pescenie one erm diggrammnl 


ibility 
and direct all activities related to the 
permit and who can be contacted in the 
event of a problem. The authorized 
officer may require additional 
information in unusual circumstances. 
However, where the proposed well is to 
be completed for injection purposes 
(disposal or production enhancement), 
lessees and operators also shall obtain 
an underground injection permit from 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) or the State, where the State has 
achieved primacy. Any information 
submitted in support of obtaining that 
permit shall be accepted by the 


or Plug Back). This Form shall be 
completed in full and submitted to the 
authorized officer with all 
necessary information referred to under 
section G.1. above. The following points 
a. through f. are specific as to 
appropriate information requirements of 
the Form and shall be stated thereon, or 
as an attachment thereto, for each 
proposed well: 

a. A well location plat shall be 
attached depictirg the proposed 
location, as determined by a registered 
surveyor, in feet and direction from the 
nearest section lines of an established 
public land survey or, in areas where 
there are no public land surveys, by 
such other method as is acceptable to 
the authorized officer. The plat shall be 
signed by the surveyor, certifying that 
the location has, in fact, been staked on 
the grounds as shown on the plat. 

b. The elevation given shall be the 
above-sea-level — of the 
unprepared groun 

c. The onal aitiid tc and 
associated equipment to be utilized shall 
be stated. 

d. The proposed casing program shall 
include the size, grade, weight, type of 
thread and coupling, and setting depth 
of each string, and whether it is new or 
used. 

e. The amount and type of cement, 
including additives to be used in setting 
each casing string, shall be described. If 
stage-cementing techniques are to be 
employed, the setting depth of the stage 
collars and amount and type of cement, 
including additives, to be used in each 
stage shall be given. The expected linear 
fill-up of each cemented string or each 
stage, when utilizing stage-cementing 
techniques, shall be provided. 

f. The anticipated duration of the total 
operation shall be given in addition to 
the anticipated starting date. A copy of 
the approved Form 3160-3 and the 
pertinent drilling plan, along with any 
conditions of approval, shall be - 
available at the drillsite to authorized or 
delegated representatives of the United 
States whenever active construction, 
drilling, or completion operations are 
under way. 

4. Drilling’Plan. A drilling plan in 
sufficient detail to permit a complete 
appraisal of the technical adequacy of, 
and environmental effects associated 
with, the proposed project shall be 
prepared and either submitted with each 
copy of Form 3160-3, or referenced 
thereon if it is already on file with BLM 
or is being submitted for more than one 
well. The plan shall be developed in 
conformity with the provisions of the 
lease, including attached stipulations, 
and the guidelines provided by this 
Order or other land use documents. 


Each drilling plan shall contain a 
description of the drilling program and 
surface use program. The BLM shall 
send a copy of appropriate parts of the 
plan to any other involved SMA and 
may send a copy of the plan to other 
interested Federal, State, and local 
agencies. All information identified as 
proprietary by the applicant pursuant to 
43 CFR 3162.8, formerly 30 CFR 221.33, 
shall first be deleted. The drilling 
program shall include a description of 
the pressure control system and 
circulation mediums, the testing, logging 
and coring program, pertinent geologic 
data, and information on expected 
problems and hazards. The drilling 
program shall be reviewed for adequacy 
by BLM. The criteria/standards set forth 
in the operational manual section 
(currently designated CDM 643.1.3E, 
Technical Considerations), or in effect at 
the time of submission of the APD, 
generally will be utilized in evaluating 
the technical adequacy of a proposed 
drilling plan. If the program is 
considered adequate, BLM shall require 
modification of the drilling program. 
The surface use program shall contain 
a description of the road and drill pad 
location and construction methods for 
containment and disposal of waste ' 
material, and other pertinent data as the 
authorized officer may require. The 
surface use program shall provide for 
safe operations, adequate protection of 
surface resources and uses and other 
environmental components, and shall, 
for Federal and Indian surface, include 
adequate measures for reclamation of 
disturbed lands no longer needed for 
either drilling or other subsequent 
operations. Where the surface is 
privately owned, the authorized officer 
may require the submission of the 
reclamation plan between the lessee or 
operator and landowner in order to 
determine if it is adequate to protect 
nearby Federal and Indian surface from 
significant impacts generated by the 
operation. In developing the surface use 
program, the lessee or operator shall 
make use of such information as is 
available from the involved SMA 
concernng the surface resources and 
uses, environmental considerations, and 
local reclamation procedures. The 
surface use program shail be reviewed 
for adequacy by BLM and by any other 
involved SMA. The criteria/standards 
set forth in the Surface Operating 
Standards for Oil and Gas Exploration 
and Development Handbook, Second 
Edition, August 1978, or as subsequently 
revised, generally shall be utilized in 
evaluating the adequacy of a proposed 
surface use plan. If the surface use 
program is considered inadequate, BLM 
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shall, in consultation with any other 
involved SMA, require modifications or 
amendment of the program or otherwise 
set forth stipulations or conditions of 
approval as are necessary for the 
protection of surface resources/uses and 
the environment, and for the 
reclamation of the areas to be disturbed 
when no longer needed for operational 


ses. 

a. Guidelines for Preparing Drilling 
Program. The following information 
shall be included as part of the drilling 
plan but shall be made specific to each 
well if the plan covers more than one 
well: 

(1) Estimated tops of important 
geologic markers. 

(2) Estimated depths at which the top 
and the bottom of anticipated water 
(particularly fresh water), oil, gas or 
other mineral-bearing formations are 
expected to be encountered and the 
lessee’s or operator's plans for 
protecting such resources. 

(3) Lessee’s or operator's minimum 
specifications for pressure control 
equipment to be used and a schematic 
diagram thereof showing sizes, pressure 
ratings (or API series), and the testing 
procedures and testing frequency. 

(4) Any supplementary information 
more completely describing the drilling 
equipment and casing program as set 
forth on Form 3160-3. 

(5) Type and characteristics of the 
proposed circulating medium or 
mediums to be employed in drilling, the 
quantities and types of mud and 
weighting material to be maintained, 
and the monitoring equipment to be 
used on the mud system. 

(6) The anticipated type and amount 
of testing, logging, and coring. 

(7) The expected bottom hole pressure 
and any anticipated abnormal pressures 
or temperatures or potential hazards, 
such as hydrogen sulfide, expected to be 
encountered, along with contingency 
plans for mitigating such identified 
hazards. 

(8) Any other facets of the proposed 
operation which the lessee or operator 
wishes to point out for BLM’s 
consideration of the application. 

(b) Guidelines for Preparing Surface 
Use Program. In preparing this program, 
the lessee or operator shall submit 
maps, plats, and narrative descriptions 
which adhere closely to the following 
(maps and plats should be of a scale no 
smaller than 1:24,000 unless otherwise 
stated below): 

(1) Existing Roads. A legible map 
(USGS topographic, county road, Alaska 
Borough, or other such map), labeled 
and showing the access route to the 
location, shall be used for locating the 
proposed well site in relation to a town 


(village) or other locatable point, such as 
a highway or county road, which , 
handles the majority of the through 
traffic to the general area. The proposed 
route to the location, including 
appropriate distances from the point 
where the access route exits established 
roads, shall be shown. All access roads 
shall be appropriately labeled. Any 
plans for improvement and/or a 
statement that existing roads will be 
maintained in the same or better 
condition shall be provided. Existing 
roads and newly constructed roads on 
surface under the jurisdiction of an SMA 
shall be maintained in accordance with 
the standards of the SMA. 

Information required by items (2), (3), 
(4), (5). (6), and (8) of this subsection 
also may be shown on this map if 
appropriately labeled or on a separate 
plat or map. 

(2) Access Roads to Be Constructed 
and Reconstructed. All permanent and 
temporary access roads that are to be 
constructed, or reconstructed, in 
connection with the drilling of the 
proposed weil shall be appropriately 
identified and submitted on a map or 
plat. Width, maximum grade, major cuts 
and fills, turnouts, drainage design, 


~ location and size of culverts and/or- 


bridges, fence cut and/or cattleguards, 
and type of surfacing material, if any, 
shall be stated for all construction. In 
addition, where permafrost exists, the 
methods for protection from thawing 
must be indicated. Modification of 
proposed road design may be requird 
during the onsite inspection. 

Information also should be furnished 
to indicate where existing facilities may 
be altered or modified. Such facilities 
include gates, cattleguards, culverts, and 
bridges which, if installed or replaced, 
shall be designed to adequately carry 
anticipated loads. 

(3) Location of Existing Wells. It is 
recommended that this information be 
submitted on a map or plat and include 
all wells (water, injection or disposal, 
producing, and drilling) within a 1-mile 
radius of the proposed location. 

(4) Location of Existing and/or 
Proposed Facilities if Well Is 
Productive. ‘ 

_ (a) On well pad—A map or plat shall 
be included showing, to the extent 
known or anticipated, the location of all 
production facilities and lines to be 
installed if the well is successfully 
completed for production. 

(b) Off well pad—A map or plat shall 
be included showing to the extent 
known or anticipated, the existing or 
new production facilities to be utilized 
and the lines to be installed if the well is 
successfully completed for production. If 


new construction, the dimensions of the 
facility layout are to be shown. 

If the information required under (a) 
or (b) above is not known and cannot be 
accurately presented and the well 
subsequently is completed for 
production, the operator shall then 
comply with section IV. of this Order. 

(5) Location and Type of Water 
Supply (Rivers, Creeks, Springs, Lakes. 
Ponds, and Wells). This information 
may be shown by quarter-quarter 
section on a map or plat, or may be a 
written description. The source and 
transportation method for all water to 
be used in drilling the proposed well 
shall be noted if the source is located on 
Federal or Indian lands or if water is to 
be used from a Federal or Indian project. 
If the water is obtained from other than 
Federal or Indian lands, only the 
location need be identified. Any access 
roads crossing Federal or Indian lands 
that are needed to haul the water shall 
be described in items G.4.b. (1) and (2), 
as appropriate. If a water supply well is 
to be drilled on the lease, it shall be so 
stated under this item, and the 
authorized officer of BLM may require 
the filing of a separate APD. 

(6) Construction Materials. The lessee 
or operator shall state the character and 
intended use of all construction 
materials, such as sand, gravel, stone 
and soil material. If the materials to be 
used are Federally-owned, the proposed 
source shall be shown by either quarter- 
quarter section on a map or plat, or a 
written description. The use of materials 
under BLM jurisdiction is governed by 
43 CFR 3610.2-3. The authorized officer 
shall inform the lessee or operator if the 
materials may be used free of charge or 
if an application for sale is required. If 
the materials to be used are Indian 
owned or under the jurisdiction of SMA 
other than BLM, the specific tribe and or 
Area Superintendent of BIA, or the 
appropriate SMA office shall be 
contacted to determine the appropriate 
procedure for use of the materials. 

(7) Methods for Handling Waste 
Disposal. A written description shall be 
given of the methods and locations 
proposed for safe containment and 
disposal of each type of waste material 
(e.g., cuttings, garbage, salts, chemicals, 
sewage, etc.) that results from the 
drilling of the proposed well. Likewise, 
the narrative shall include plans for the 
eventual disposal of drilling fluids and 
any produced oil or water recovered 
during testing operations. 

(8) Ancillary Facilities. The plans, or 
subsequent amendments to such plans, 
shall identify all ancillary facilities such 
as camps and airstrips as to their 
location, land area required, and the 
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cuts and fills and the relation to 
topography are also required. The plat 


necessary to reclaim all disturbed areas, 


including any access roads or portions 
of well pads when no longer needed, 
shall be stated. An estimate of the time 


indicated. Where the surface of the weil 
site is privately owned, the operator 
shall provide the name, address and 
telephone number of the surface owner, 
unless usly provided. 

(12) Other Information. The lessee or 
operator is to submit any 
additional information that may be 
helpful in processing the application. 

(13) Lessee’s or Operator's 
Representative and Certification. The 
name, address and telephone number of 
the lessee’s or operator's field 
representative shall be included. The 
lessee or operator submitting the APD 
shall certify as follows: 

I hereby certify that 1, or persons 
under my direct supervision, have 
inspected the proposed Sposed drill site and 
access route; that I am familiar with the 
conditions which currently exist; that 
the statements made in this plan are, to 
the best of my knowledge, true and 
correct; and that the work associated 
with operations proposed herein will be 


performed by and its 
tontractors and ors in : 
conformity with this plan and the terms 
and conditions under which it is 
approved. This statement is subject to 
the provisions of 18 U.S.C. 1001 for the 
filing of a false statement. 
tet. 

Name and Title 

5. Environmental Dor 
Requirements. 

When an onsite inspection is 
conducted, it shall be made by 
representatives of the authorized officer 
and the operator, and other interested 
parties such as the involved SMA, the 
appropriate Alaska Borough {when a 
subsistence stipulation is part of the 
lease), and the operator's principal 
(construction and drilling) contractors. It 
is recommended that, when appropriate, 
the operator's surveyor and archeologist 
should also participate in the inspection. 
The purpose of this inspection shall be 
to ensure the staked location, access 
roads and other areas proposed for 
surface disturbance are geologically and 
environmentally acceptable, giving 
appropriate consideration to all 
applicable Federal laws and regulations. 
Lessees and operators are encouraged to 
designate their future drilling sites so 


‘that several locations may be inspected 


at one time. 

a. Federal Responsibilities. When az 
inspection is made, the information 
obtained shall be utilized by BLM in 
appraising the environmental effects 
associated with the proposed action and 
in preparing pertinent portions of the 
required environmental documentation. 
As the approving agency, BLM has the 
lead responsibility for completing the 
environmental review process and 
establishing the terms and conditions 
under which the proposed action may be 
approved. The conduct of the 
environmental review process, under the 
Department of the Interior’s 
implementing procedures pursuant to 
the National Environmental Policy Act, 
will result in the preparation of a Record 
of Review (ROR) and/or an EA, 
consistent with pertinent regulations 
and procedures. This review shall 
identify the probable and potential 
environmental impacts associated with 
the proposal and methods for mitigating 
these impacts and shall be the basis of 
the approving official's determination as 
to whether approval of the proposed 
activity would or would not constitute a 
major Federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human 
environment as defined by section 
102{2}(C} of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969. A “would constitute” 
determination shall necessitate the 


preparation of an EIS. In that case, final 
action on the APD shall not be taken 
until the EIS and Record of Decision are — 
completed. 

b. Other Considerations. Lessees and 
operators are strongly encouraged to file 
their NOS and/or complete APD at least 
30 days in advance of the time when 
they wish to commence operations and 
to consult with the involved SMA as 
early as possible to identify potential 
areas of concern (see sections III. E. and 
F.). 

IV. Subsequent Operations. 
Subsequent operations shall be 
conducted in accordance with 43 CFR 
Part 3160, formerly 30 CFR 221. 
However, where the proposed 
subsequent operation will result in the 
well being converted for injection 
purposes (disposal or production 
enhancement), lessees and operators 
also shall obtain an underground 
injection permit from EPA or the State, 
where the State has achieved primacy. 
Any information submitted in support of 
obtaining that permit shall be accepted 
by the authorized officer of BLM to the 
extent that it satifies the information 
submittal requirements of this Order. 

A. Well and Praduction Operations. 
Before conducting further well 
operations that involve change in the 
original plan, a detailed written 
statement of the work shall be filed on 
Form 3160-5 or 3160-3 , as appropriate, 
with the authorized officer and approval 
obtained before the work is started. 
These operations include redrilling, 
deepening, performing casing repairs, 
plugging-back, altering casing, 
performing nonroutine fracturing jobs, 
recompleting in a different interval, 
performing water shut-off, and 
converting to injection or disposal. 
Within 30 days of the completion of such 
operations, a subsequent report shall be 
filed on Form 3160-5 and, if the well is 
recompleted, a recompletion report on 
Form 3160-4, pursuant to 43 CFR 3162.3— 
2 and the information collection 
approval note, formerly 30 CFR 221.27 
and 221.2-1. 

Unless additional surface disturbance 
is involved and so long as the operations 
conform to the standard of prudent 
operating practice, no prior approval is 
required for routine fracturing or 
acidizing jobs, or recompletion in the 
same interval, but a subsequent report 
of these operations shall be filed on 
Form 3160-5, formerly 9-331, within 30 
days of completion, pursuant to 43 CFR 
3162-2.3 and the-information collection 
approval note, formerly 30 CFR 221.27 
and 221.2-1. : 

Neither prior approval nor a 
subsequent report is required for well 
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clean-out work, routine well 
maintenance (such as pump, rods, and 
tubing work), or for repair, replacement, 
or modification of surface production 
equipment, provided no additional 
surface disturbance is involved. 
However, the modification of any 
production, treating, and measurement 
facilities shall require the submission of 
a revised schematic diagram within 30 
days of the completion of such 
operations, pursuant to 43 CFR 3162.7-2, 
formerly 30 CFR 221.34. 


B. Surface Disturbing Operations. 


Pursuant to 43 CFR 3162.3-2 and 3162.3— - 


3, formerly 30 CFR 221.27 and 221.28, 
lessees and operators shall submit, for 
the approval of the authorized officer, a 
proposed plan of operations on Form 
3160-5 prior to undertaking any 
subsequent new construction, 
reconstruction, or alteration of existing 
facilities including, but not limited to, 
roads, emergency pits, firewalls, 
flowlines, or other production facilities 
on any lease when additional surface 
disturbance will result. If, at the time the 
original APD was filed, the lessee or 
operator elected to defer submitting 
information for item III.G.4.b.(4), 
“Location of Existing and/or Proposed 
Facilities if Well is Productive,” the 
lessee or operator shall supply this 
information for approval prior to 
construction and installation of the 
facilities. The authorized officer, in 
consultation with any other involved 
SMA, may require a field inspection 
before approving the proposal. 


C. Emergency Repairs. Emergency 
repairs may be conducted without prior 
approval provided that the authorized 
officer is promptly notified. Sufficient 
information shall be submitted to permit 
a proper evaluation of any resultant 
surface disturbing activities as well as 
any planned accommodations necessary 
to mitigate potential adverse 
environmental effects. 

D. Environmental Review. The 
environmental review procedures 
discussed in section III.G.5. of this Order 
shall also apply to subsequent 
operations which involve additional 
surface disturbance. 


V. Well Abandonment. No well 
abandonment operations may be 
commenced without the prior approval 
of the authorized officer. In the case of 
newly drilled dry holes or failures and in 
emergency situations, oral approval may 
be obtained from the authorized officer 
subject to prompt written confirmation. 
For old wells not having an approved 
abandonment plan, a sketch showing 
the disturbed area and roads to be 
abandoned, along with the proposed 
reclamation measures, shall be 
submitted with Form 3160-5. On Federal 
and Indian surface, the appropriate 
SMA may request additional 
reclamation measures at abandonment, 

«which normally shall be made a part of 
BLM’s approval of abandonment. Within 
30 days following completion of the well 
abandonment, the lessee or operator 
shall file with the authorized officer of 
BLM a Subsequent Report of 
Abandonment on Form 3160-5, in 
accordance with 43 CFR Part 3160, 
formerly 30 CFR Part 221. Upon 


’ completion of reclamation operations, 


the lessee or operator shall notify the 
authorized officer when the location is 
ready for inspection, via an additional 
Form 3160-5. Final abandonment shall 
not be approved until the surface 
reclamation work required by the 
approved drilling permit or approved 
abandonment notice has been 
completed to the satisfaction of the 
involved SMA. 

VL Water Well Conversion. The 
complete abandonment of a well which 
has encountered usable fresh water 
shall not be approved if the SMA or 
surface owner wants to acquire the well. 
If, at abandonment, the SMA or surface 
owner elects to assume further 
responsibility for the well, the SMA or 
surface owner, as appropriate, shall 
reimburse the lessee or operator for the 
cost of any recoverable casing or 
wellhead equipment which is to be left 
in or on the hole solely because it is to 
be completed as a water well. The 
lessee or operator shall abandon the 
well to the base of the deepest fresh 
water zone of interest, as required by 
the authorized officer, and shall 
complete the surface cleanup and 


reclamation, as required by the 
approved drilling permit or approved 
abandonment notice, immediately upon 
completion of the conversion operations. 


VIL Privately Owned Surface.—A. 
Federal oil and gas leases. Where the 
well site and access road surface are 
privately owned or are held in trust for 
Indian benefit, the lessee or operator is 
responsible for reaching an agreement 
with BIA or the private surface owner as 
to the requirements for the protection of 
surface resources and reclamation of 
disturbed areas and/or damages in lieu 
thereof. However, if the authorized 
officer or any other involved SMA 
determines that the surface of Federal or 
Indian-owned lands in proximity to the 
proposed well site or access road on 
private surface will be significantly 
affected, the lessee or operator may be 
required to furnish a copy of any 
existing agreement between the lessee 
or operator and the surface owner to the 
authorized officer. If the agreement on 
private surface is considered inadequate 
to protect the surface of adjacent 
Federal or Indian-owned lands, the 
authorized officer or other involved 
SMA may prescribe additional measures 
to protect the adjacent Federal or Indian 
lands. In the event there is no agreement 
between the surface owner and the 
operator, the operator may comply with 
the provisions of the law or the 
regulations governing the Federal or 
Indian right of reentry to the surface 
(See Subpart 3814 of this title) and the 
authorized officer may then proceed to 
issue the permit. 


B. Indian oil and gas leases. Where 
the well site and access road surface are 
privately owned or are held in trust for 
an Indian or Indian tribe other than the 
owner of the oil and gas rights, the 
lessee or operator is responsible for 
reaching an agreement with the surface 
owner (or the BIA if the surface is held 
in trust for numerous or unlocatable 
Indian owners) as to the requirement for 
the protection of surface resources and 
reclamation of disturbed areas and/or 
damages in lieu thereof. However, if the 
authorized officer or any other involved 
SMA determines that the surface of 





Federal or Indian-owned lands in 
proximity to the proposed well site or 
access road on private surface will be 
significantly affected, the lessee or 
operator may be required to furnish the 
authorized officer a copy of any existing 
agreement between the lessee or 
operator and the surface owner. If the 
agreement on private surface is 
considered inadequate to protect the 
surface of adjacent Federal or Indian- 
owned lands, the authorized officer or 


eaeerteied artis aranad tende 
In the event there is no agreement 
between the surface owner and the 
operator, the authorized officer may 
permit the operator to conduct 
operations if he/she determines that: (1} 


a good faith effort has been made by the 
operator to reach agreement with the 
surface owner, (2) adequate security is 
posted, in the form of a bond, escrow 
account or by other means, to 
compensate the surface owner for any 
damages; and (3) there is no legal 
obstacle to conducting operations in the 
absence of surface owner consent. 
Vi. and Activities Required 
After Well Completion. Within 30 days 
after the well completion, the lessee or 
operator shall furnish 2 copies of Form 
3160-4, formerly 9-330 (Well Completion 
or Recompletion Report and Log) to the 
authorized officer. However, no later 
than the fifth business day after any 


- well begins production anywhere on a 


lease site or allocated to a lease site, or 
resumes production in the case of a well 
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that has been off production for more 
than 90 days, the lessee or operator shall 
notify the authorized officer of the date 


on which production has begun or 
resumed. 


The notification may be provided 
orally if promptly confirmed in writing. 
Dated: August 9, 1983. 
Jeffrey F. Zabier, 


Acting Assistant Director for Fluid Leasable 
Minerais. 


Approved: 
Dated: August 17, 1983. 
Arnold E. Petty, 


Acting Associate Director, Bureau of Land 
Management. 


BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 
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Attachment A 


SAMPLE FORMAT 


NOTICE OF STAKING | 6. Lease Number 
(Not to be used in place of 
Application for Permit to Drill Form. 3160-3 ) | 
mex 2 7. If Indian, Allottee or 
1. | Gas Well |_| Other | Tribe Name 
(Specify) | 


Unit Agreement Name 
Farm or Lease Name 
Well No. 


Surface Location of Wel? Field or Wildcat Name 


Attach: a) Sketch showing r nto pad, 
pad dimensions, ai¥@ r e pit. 12. Sec., T., R-, M., or Blk 
b) Topographical or other acceptah and Survey or Area 
map showing location, access 
and lease boundaries. 


15. Formation Objective(s) 16. Estimated Well 
Depth State 


| 

| 

| 

| 

17. Additional Information (as appropriate; must include surface owner's name, 
address, and telephone number) 


18. Signed 


Note: Upon receipt of this Notice, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) will schedule 
the date of the onsite predrill inspection and notify you accordingly. The 
location must be staked and access road must be flagged prior to the onsite. 


Operators must consider the following prior to the onsite: 
a) H2S Potential 
b) Cultural Resources (Archeology) 
c) Federal Right of Way or Special Use Permit 


IMPORTANT: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS 





Instructions for Preparation of 
Attachment A 


General: This provides notice to the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) that 
staking has been (or will be) completed 
for well locations on Federal or Indian 
leases and serves as a request to 
schedule an onsite inspection. The 
original and one copy of this notice, 
together with a map and sketch, should 
be submitted to the appropriate BLM 
office. 

Any item not completed may be 
justification for not promptly scheduling 
the onsite inspection. 

Specific Considerations: Items 
included herein should be reviewed and 
evaluated thoroughly prior to the onsite. 
These items affect placement of 
location, road, and facilities. Failure to 
be prepared with complete, accurate 
information at the onsite may 
necessitate later re-evaluation of the site 
and an additional onsite inspection. . 


a. H2S Potential: Prevailing winds, 
escape routes, and placement of living 
quarters must be considered. 


b. Cultural Resources: Archeological 
surveys, if required, should be done 
prior to, during or immediately following 
the onsite. Changes in location due to 
subsequent archeological findings may 
require an additional onsite. Contact 
involved Surface Management Agency 
(SMA) for detailed site specific 
requirements. 

c. Federal Right-of-Way or Special 
Use Permit: Access roads outside the 


leasehold boundary which cross Federal 
lands will require a right-of-way grant or 


special use permit and should be 
discussed with the BLM or other 
involved SMA at the time of filing the 
Notice of Staking. 

Supplemental Checklist: The 
following items, if applicable, should be 
submitted with or prior to the 
Application For Permit to Drill (APD) to 
ensure timely approval of the 
application. Contact the BLM regarding 
specific requirements relating to each 
item. 


~ a. Bonding. 

b. Designation of Operator. 

c. Report of Cultural Resources/ 
Archeology. 

d. H2S Contingency Plan. 

e. Status of Plan of Development and 
Designation of Agent for wells in 
Federal units. 

f. Federal Right-of-Way (BLM) or 
Special Use Permit (Forest Service). 


Timetable: The onsite inspection will 
be scheduled and conducted by the BLM 
within 15 days after receipt of this 
notice. Surface protection and 
rehabilitation requirements will be made 
known to the operator by the BLM 
during the onsite or no later than 5 
working days from the date of 
inspection, barring unusual 
circumstances. These requirements are 
to be incorporated into the complete 
APD. However, this does not exclude 
the possibility of additional conditions 
of approval being imposed. 


Attachment B 
Date:-— 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Checklist for Applicant Notification 


Receipt and Acceptability of 
Application for Permit To Drill (APD) 


Lease No. 

Well No. 

Lessve-——-___ 

Operator 

Date APD Received 
1.—APD complete as submitted. 
2.—APD is deficient in the following 

area(s) and (see items 3, 4, or 5 below): 

—Designation of Operator 

—Designation of Agent 
under unit agreement 

—Bonding 

—Cultural Resources Report (depends 
on Federal Surface Management 
Agency's Requirements 

—Form 9-331C 

—Drilling Pian 

—Oiher 

(Refer to attachment(s) for any specifics) 


3.—APD is retained; to be processed 
upon receipt of further information as 
noted above. 

4.—APD is being processed; final 
action pending receipt of further 
information as noted above. 

5.—APD is returned for the following 
reasons:—————_—_—____- 


Note:— A returned APD herewith may be 
resubmitted when convenient at which time it 
will be reviewed again for technical and 
administrative completeness. 

A retained but deficient APD must be 
brought to a technically and administratively 
acceptable level of completion within 45 days 
of the date of this notice or the application 
will be returned unapproved. 


{FR Doc. 63-28642 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 
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AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

ACTION: Proposed rule and notice of 
public hearing. 

SUMMARY: The proposed standard 
would limit emissions of volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) from new, modified, 
and reconstructed air oxidation 
facilities. These proposed standards 
would require, for each air oxidation 
process vent stream, either use of a 
combustion device which reduces total 
organic compound emissions (minus 
methane and ethane) by 98 weight 
percent or to 20 ppm by volume, 
whichever is less stringent, or 
maintenance of a total resource- 
effectiveness (TRE) index value greater 
than 2.2. 

The proposed standard implements 
Section 111 of the Clean Air Act and is 
based on the Administrator's 
determination that the synthetic organic 
chemical manufacturing industry 
(SOCMH) contributes significantly to air 
pollution which may reasonably be 
anticipated to endanger public health or 
welfare. The intent is to require new, 
modified, and reconstructed SOCMI air 
oxidation facilities to control emissions 
to the level achievable through use of 
the best demonstrated system of 
continuous emission reduction, 
considering costs, nonair quality health, 
and environmental and energy impacts. 

A public hearing will be held, if 
requested, to provide interested persons 
an opportunity for oral presentation of 
data, views, or arguments concerning 
the proposed standards. 

DATES: Comments. Comments must be 
received on or before January 3, 1984. 

Public Hearing: lf anyone contacts 
EPA requesting to speak at a public 
hearing by November 15, 1983, a public 
hearing will be held on December 1, 
1983 beginning at 10 a.m. Persons 
interested in attending the hearing 
should call Mrs. Naomi Durkee at the 
telephone number listed under 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT to 
verify that a hearing will occur. 
ADDRESSES: Comments. Comments 
should be submitted (in duplicate, if 
possible) to: Central Docket Section (A- 


130), Attention: Docket Number A-81- 
22, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, 401 M Street, SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20460. 

Public Hearing. If anyone requests a 
public hearing, it will be held at the 
Environmental Research Center 
Auditorium, corner of highway 54 and 
Alexandria Drive, Research Triangle 
Park, North Carolina. 

Persons wishing to present oral 
testimony should notify Mrs. Naomi 
Durkee, Standards Developmert Branch 
(MD-13), U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Research Triangle Park, North 
Carolina 17711, telephone number (919) 
541-5578. 

Background Information Document. 
The background information document 
(BID) for the proposed standard may be 
obtained from the U.S. EPA Library 
(MD-35) , Research Triangle Park, North 
Carolina 27711, telephone number (919) 
541-2777. Please refer to “SOCMI Air 
Oxidation Processes—Background 
Information for Proposed Standards,” 
EPA-450/3-82-001a. 

Docket. Docket Number A-81-22, 
containing supporting information used 
in developing the proposed standard, is 
available for public inspection and 
copying between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, at EPA’s 
Central Docket Section, West Tower 
Lobby, Gallery 1, Waterside Mall, 401 M 
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460. A 
reasonable fee may be charged for 
copying. . 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Robert E. Rosensteel, (919) 541-5596, 
concerning technical aspects of the 
industry and control technologies, and 
Mr. Gilbert H. Wood, (919) 541-5578, 
concerning regulatory decisions. The 
address for both parties is Emission 
Standards and Engineering Division 
(MD-13), U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Research Triangle Park, North 
Carolina, 27711. As indicated above, 
please call the U.S. EPA Library for 
background information documents. 

Persons interested in attending the 
hearing should call Mrs. Naomi Durkee 
at (919) 541-5578 to verify that a hearing 
will occur. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Proposed Standards 


Standards of performance for new 
sources established under Section 111 of 
the Clean Air Act reflect: 


* * * application of the best technological 
system of continuous emission reduction 
which (taking into consideration the cost of 
achieving such emission reduction, and any 
nonair quality health and environmental 
impact and energy requirements) the 
Administrator determines has been 
adequately demonstrated Section 111{a){1). 


For convenience, this will be referred to 
as “best demonstrated technology” or 
BDT. 

The Administrator has determined 
that for most air oxidation facilities BDT 
for VOC reduction is incineration, which 
can reduce total organic emissions 
(minus methane and ethane) by 98 
percent by weight or to 20 ppm, by 
volume. Due to variations in factors 
such as flowrate and organics 
concentration, the total costs for 
incineration per unit VOC emission 
reduction would vary considerably 
among the different types of air 
oxidation facilities. The Administrator 
has also determined, therefore, that for 
some air oxidation facilities, the cost of 
incineration per unit of VOC reduced is 
unreasonably high and BDT is no 
control. To distinguish between those 
facilities for which BDT is incineration 
and those facilities for which BDT is no 
control, a means of measuring the total 
cost of control VOC emissions from air 
oxidation facilities by incineration was 
developed. This means of measuring the 
cost of control is called the total 
resource-effectiveness (TRE) index and 
is explained more fully in the section 
entitled “Selection of the Basis of the 
Proposed Standard.” 

The proposed standard would require 
each owner or operator of an affected 
facility to either reduce process vent 
stream emissions by 98 weight percent 
or to 20 parts per million by volume, 
whichever is less stringent, or to 
maintain a TRE index value greater than 
2.2 The affected facility is designated as 
any individual product recovery system 
along with all air oxidation reactors 
feedings offgas into this system. Each air 
oxidation reactor not feeding offgas into 
a product recovery system would 
constitute a separate affected facility. 

An equation is included in the 
regulation for determining the TRE 
index value of each vent stream. The 
process vent stream flowrate, total 
organic compound (minus methane and 
ethane) emission rate, net heating value 
and corrosion properties (whether or not 
chlorinated compounds are present) 
would be required to be measured 
according to the specified Reference 
Methods in order to calculate the TRE 
index value. These vent stream 
characteristics would be measured 
following the last product recovery 
device (e.g. condensers, absorbers, 
carbon adsorbers). The structure of the 
proposed standard allows an affected 
facility with a TRE index value of less 
than 2.2 to add a product recovery 
device or improve an existing product 
recovery device to change the vent 
stream characteristics used for 
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calculating the TRE index value so that 
the TRE index value will be above 2.2 
and incineration would not be required. 
An owner or operator might choose to 
improve product recovery rather than 
incinerate in some cases due to the 
lower cost of improved product 
recovery. Increased product recovery 
would also have the advantage over 
incineration of less energy usage and 
increased retention of product. 

Each owner or operator complying 
with the proposed standard by using an 
incinerator or stream generating unit 
(such as a boiler or process heater) with 
a design heat input capacity of less than 
44 MW (150 million Btu/hr) would be 
required to continuously monitor and 
record the firebox operating temperature 
(or, if a catalytic oxidizer were used, the 
temperature before and after the 
catalyst bed). If this emission reduction 
requirement were achieved by use of a 
steam generating unit with a design 
capacity of 44 MW or greater, no 
continuous monitoring would be 
required. However, records (such as 
steam production records) would be 
required which would verify the periods 
of operation of the steam generating 
unit. If the VOC reduction requirement 
were achieved by any other means, the 
owner or operator would be required to 
provide information describing the 
operation of the control device and the 
process parameter(s) which would 
indicate proper operation and 
maintenance of the device so that the 
enforcing agency could specify 
appropriate monitoring requirements. 

Each owner or operator who seeks to 
demonstrate compliance with the 
proposed standard by maintaining a 
vent stream TRE index value above 2.2 
would be required to maintain records 
of any change in the design or operation 
of the facility which could affect the 
TRE index value. Such records would 
include changes in the production 
capacity, feedstock type, or catalyst 
type, as well as the replacement, 
removal, or addition of product recovery 
equipment. When any such change takes 
place, the owner or operator of the 
facility is required to demonstrate that 
he is in compliance with the standard; 
that is, he is to recalculate the TRE 
index value to document that the facility 
continues to have a TRE index value 
above 2.2. Such recalculation can be 
based on test data reflecting the changes 
in the system, or best engineering 
estimates of the effects of the changes. If 
the recalculated TRE index value for the 
facility is less than 2.2, the owner or 
operator shail demonstrate compliance 
with the 98 percent or 20 ppmv emission 
limits. Prior notice of any performance 


testing shall be given to EPA as required 
by the General Provisions. Performance 
testing may also be required on a case- 
by-case basis by the Administrator 
following any change to the product 
recovery system in order to verify the 
TRE index value for the facility. 

In addition to maintaining records of 
certain operating parameters to ensure 
the proper operation and maintenance 
of combustion control equipment or 
product recovery devices, records of 
instances where the monitored values 
exceed allowable limitations must be 
maintained. In addition to maintaining 
these records, an owner or operator 
must submit a semi-annual report of the 
recorded exceedances, of periods when 
the TRE index value is recalculated and 
of periods when a steam generating unit 
is not operating. The requirement of 
semi-annual reporting may be waived 
for affected facilities in States that have 
been delegated authority for 
enforcement, provided EPA approves 
the reporting requirements or alternative 
means of compliance surveillance 
adopted by the State and the affected 
facilities comply with the requirements 
established by the State. 

In addition to this proposed standard 
Reference Methods 1A, 2C, and 2D are 
being proposed in today’s Federal 
Register. 

Summary of Environmental, Energy, and 
Economic Impacts 

The environmental, energy, and 
economic impacts associated with the 
proposed standard were projected by 
using a national statistical profile of 
offgas characteristics-at existing plants. 
The offgas parameters included were 
offgas flowrate, net heating value, total 
organics (minus methane and ethane) 
emission rate, and corrosion properties 
(presence or absence of halogenated 
compounds). It was assumed that the 
national distribution of these offgas 
parameters for new sources would be 
the same as the distribution for existing 
sources. Determination of these impacts 
was based on the use of a single VOC 
control technique, thermal oxidation. 
Thermal oxidation is the only VOC 
control technique universally applicable 
to SOCMI air oxidation processes. Some 
processes would employ product 
recovery equipment to achieve a TRE 
index value, higher than the exemption 
cutoff, and, in fact, the proposed 
standards are structured in such a way 
that encourages this. Such equipment 
generally has lower associated costs, 
energy use, and emission reduction. 
Therefore, the environmental, energy, 
and economic impacts associated with 
the proposed standard are somewhat 
overstated. However, the degree of 


overstatement of the impacts cannot be 
quantified. 

Under the proposed standard, 
approximately 19 percent of all new, 
modified, or reconstructed air oxidation 
facilities would be under the TRE cutoff. 
If all of these facilities used incineration 
to meet the standard, the projected 1986 
national VOC emissions from new air 
oxidation process and product recovery 
vents would be reduced by an estimated 
12,500 megagrams per year (Mg/yr). This 
national VOC reduction would be 
approximately 57 percent beyond the 
22,000 Mg/yr level that would be 
expected under typical State 
implementation plans (SIP’s). 

Any increase in emissions of other air 
pollutants as a result of controlling VOC 
emissions would be negligible. There 
would be no direct solid waste impacts 
under the proposed standards, and 
impacts on noise, space requirements, 
and availability of resources would be 
negligible. 

No increase in total plant wastewater 
is projected under the proposed 
standard. There is no organic 
wastewater effluent associated with 
incineration. Therefore, the only 
facilities which could have an 
associated water pollution impact are 
those which might use additional 
product recovery to achieve a total 
resource-effectiveness (TRE) value 
above the proposed 2.2 cutoff. Carbon 
adsorption is the only product recovery 
technique currently in use in the 
industry which has an associated 
organic wastewater effluent. Based on 
past industry experience, only three air 
oxidation chemical manufacturing 
processes are expected to employ 
carbon adsorption. Of these 
processes only the maleic anhydride 
from benzene feedstock process might 
have a TRE value below the proposed 
2.2 cutoff. However, if any new maleic 
anhydride facilities are built, it is 
projected they will utilize butane 
feedstock rather than benzene. The 
maleic anhydride from butane feedstock 
process would not use carbon 
adsorption for product recovery and 
therefore would have no additional 
wastewater. 

If an existing benzene-feedstock 
maleic anhydride facility were modified 
or reconstructed (which is unlikely), 
such a facility might have a TRE value 
below the proposed cutoff. in such an 
event, an if additional carbon 
adsorption were employed in lieu of 
incineration or some other type of 
product recovery, the adsorption unit of 
a typical maleic anhydride facility 
would generate approximately 500 Mg/ 
yr of VOC which would be sent to 





wastewater treatment. The organic load 
of the wastewater from carbon 
adsorption would be less than 10 
percent of the total liquid waste from 


No new wastewater treatment plant or 
additional sewer capacity would be 


necessary. 

The fifth year energy req 
due to VOC control under the feommenss 
standard would be 0.77 billion 

joules per year Ouil/yr), (36 (360 bbl 
oil/day). The projected national and 
plant energy impacts are 
cousilioed reasonable. 

The fifth year cost impacts of the 
proposed standards also would be 
reasonable. The 1986 national 
annualized cost for VOC control would 
be $10 million. The fifth year national 
capital cost for VOC control would be 
$18 million. 

An economic analysis indicated that- 
the costs of VOC control due to the 
proposed standard could be passed on 
with little or no effect on the 
profitability of the air oxidation 
chemical producing industry. Projections 
made by employing process-specific 
assumptions indicate that all air 
oxidation chemicals would have product 
cost increases due to the proposed 
standard of less than 5 percent of the 
projected product price. The price 
changes for the 36 chemicals that are 
currently produced using the air 
oxidation process, assuming control 
costs would be passed through totally, 
would range from 0 to a 3.1 percent 
increase, except for maleic anhydride 
produced by the benzene process, which 
showed an estimated 4.2 percent 
increase. New maleic anhydride plants 
are expected to employ the butane 
process (which showed an estimated 3.1 
percent increase), instead of the 
benzene process, even in the absence of 
the proposed standard. Finally, there 
would be no adverse effects on 
employment because the proposed 
standard would not affect demand for 
the air oxidation chemicals. 

It is projected that, in the absence of 
the proposed standards, uncontrolled 
VOC emissions would be reduced an 
average of 72 percent by State 
regulations. Seventy-two percent 
represents a weighted average of the 
regulations in States where new sources 
are projected to be built. The actual 
control required would vary 
considerably from State to State. 
Therefore, the impacts for individual 
plants would vary depending on the 
State where the affected facility is 
located. A typical air oxidation facility 
located in a State with a relatively 


stringent standard would reduce VOC 
emissions 1200 Mg/year beyond what 
the SIP would require at an incremental 
annualized cost of $1.4 million under the 
recommended standard. A typical air 
oxidation facility in a State with no 
State requirement would reduce VOC 
emissions by about 7400 Mg/yr at an 
estimated annualized cost of $2.1 million 
under the recommended standard. 

Standards of performance have other 
benefits in addition to achieving 
reductions in emissions beyond those 
required by a typical State 
implementation plan (SIP). They provide 
documentation which reduces 
uncertainty in case-by-case 
determinations of best available control 
technology (BACT) for facilities located 
in attainment areas, and lowest 
achievable emission rates (LAER) for 
facilities located in nonattainment 
areas. This documentation includes 
identification and comprehensive 
analysis of alternative emission control 
technologies (if any), development of 
associated costs, an evaluation and 
verification of applicable emission test 
methods, identification of specific 
emission limits achievable with 
alterngte technologies and an economic 
analysis that reveals the affordability of 
controls. 

The rulemaking process that 
implements a‘ performance standard 
assures adequate technical review and 
promotes participation of 
representatives of the industry being 
considered for regulation, government, 
and the public affected by that 
industry's emissions. The resultant 
regulation represents a balance in which 
government resources are applied in a 
well publicized national forum to reach 
a decision on a pollution emission level 
that allows for a dynamic economy and 
a healthful environment. 

Moreover, this industry is rapidly 
evoiving and growing, and the emissions 
include a wide range of organic 
compounds, some of which are currently 
being studied as potentially being toxic. 
The continuing evolution of this 
industry, as well as the difficulties and 
time required to determine with 
certainty adverse health effects 
associated with these chemical 
emissions, will continue to make 
chemical-by-chemical contro! of toxic 
emissions a costly and uncertain 
process. Accordingly, an effective NSPS 
offers benefits beyond that associated 
with the reduction of VOC's as oxidant 
precursors. 


Rationale Selection of Source and 
Pollutant 

The EPA priorty list, 40 CFR 60.16 (44 
FR 49222, August 21, 1979), ranks major 
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source categories for which NSPS are to 
be promulgated. This list implements the 
Clean Air Act and reflects the 
Administrator's determination that 
emissions from the listed source 
categories contribute significantly to air 
pollution. The synthetic organic 
chemical manufacturing industry 
(SOCMI) was ranked highest priority for 
NSPS development on the final priority 
list of 59 major source categories. 
Organic chemical plants are a major 
source of VOC emissions which 
contribute to ozone formation. 

VOC is emitted from four major 
subcategories within SOCMI: process 
vents, fugitive, storage, and secondary 
emission sources. Standards have 
already been proposed for SOCMI 
fugitive sources, and are being 
developed for storage sources. 

Process vent emissions of VOC are 
estimated to be 50 to 55 percent of the 
total VOC emissions from SOCMI, 
according to the EPA “1978 Survey and 
Ranking of VOC Emission Sources in 
SOCMI” (EPA-450/3-80-023). Process 
vent emissions are emissions from any 
of the process or associated product 
recovery vents in a SOCMI chemical 
manufacturing process. Process vent 
emission sources include pressure relief 
valves, evacuation of equipment for 
vacuum processing, and venting of 
VOC-containing inert gases. Among 
those sources which vent VOC- 
containing inert or reaction gases are air 
oxidation processes. An air oxidation 
unit process is one that uses air, or a 
combination of air and oxygen, as an 
oxygen source in combination with one 
or more organic reactants to produce 
one or more SOCMI chemicals. 

Air oxidation process vent emissions 
are estimated to be about 110,000 Mg/yr. 
Air oxidation chemical-producing plants 
are located in 30 States and Puerto Rico, 
with some existing near urban 
population centers. An overall growth 
rate projection for air oxidation 
chemicals using a weighted-by-capacity 
average is 4.7 percent. Approximately 49 
new air oxidation facilities are projected 
to be built between 1981 and 1986. 

Thermal oxidation is a VOC control 
technology applicable to all SOCMI air 
oxidation processes. Therefore, because 
the Agency can establish standards of 
performance based on a control 
technology which is available to reduce 
these emissions, the Administrator is 
proposing such standards. 

The standards cover only processes 
which emit any VOC’s include all 
organic compounds except those which 
the Administrator has determined do 
not participate in atmospheric 
photochemical reactions. The 
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Administrator has determined that the 
following organic compounds are not 
photochemically reactive; methane; 
ethane; 1,1,1-trichloroethane; methylene 
chloride; trichlorofluoromethane, 
dichlorodifluoromethane; 
trifluoromethane; 
trichlorotrifluoroethane; 
dichlorotetrafluoroethane; 
chloropentafluoroethane. Even though 
the standards cover only those 
processes which emit VOC, the emission 
limits for processes which emit VOC are 
expressed in terms of total organic 
compounds (minus methane and ethane) 
rather than VOC. This is a reflection of 
the technology, data, and test method 
upon which the standards are based. 
This is discussed in greater detail in a 
later section of this preamble entitled 
Compounds Used in Determining 
Compliance. 

Oxychlorination and ammoxidation 
processes have reaction, emission, and 
control system design characteristics 
_ sufficiently similar to the other air 
oxidation processes that all of these 
may be grouped together. For this 
reason, all oxidation unit processes, 
including ammoxidation and 
oxychlorination processes, that use air 
(or a combination of air and oxygen) 
have been chosen as the source for 
control by the proposed standard. 

In addition to VOC emissions, other 
pollutants emitted from SOCMI air 
oxidation sources included carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NO,) 
and sulfur oxides (SO,). These other 
pollutants are emitted in much lower 
quantities than the estimated VOC 
emissions. VOC is the only pollutant 
covered by the proposed standard. Due 
to the size of this source category, 
covering other smaller pollutants at this 
time would have been an unmanageable 
task. The Agency will examine these 
other pollutants independently. 


Selection of Regulatory Approach and 
Affected Facilities 


Two general regulatory approaches 
could be used in developing standards 
for SOCML. The first approach involves 
the chemical-by-chemical development 
of standards, which has historically 
been the most commonly used approach 
in developing standards of performance 
for new stationary sources. This 
approach would involve establishing 
standards for each specific chemical 
manufacturing process. 

The second approach involves the 
development of standards on the basis 
of similar types of emission sources and 
applicable emission control techniques. 
The second approach is more resource- 
efficient than the first approach because 
a large number of specific chemical 


processes can be covered by one 
regulation. In addition, because of the 
similarity of processes regulated by a 
particular standard and the similarity of 
applicable controls, the energy and cost 
impacts can be adequately addressed as 
required by the Clean Air Act. 

Air oxidation facilities currently use 
36 specific reaction and equipment 
configurations to manufacture 36 
different organic chemicals. Because of 
the many types of facilities and 
processes in the air oxidation industry, a 
chemical-by-chemical development of 
standards would require large amounts 
of time. Therefore, compared to the unit 
process approach, 2 chemical-by- 
chemical approach would result in a 
long delay in achieving a significant 
emission reduction from air oxidation 
processes. 

Despite the large variation in reaction 
types used to produce air oxidation 
chemicals, air oxidation processes can 
be grouped together because they have 
several similar characteristics, including 
the need to vent to the atmosphere large 
quantities of VOC-containing nitrogen 
from the process air, the VOC content of 
which is too low to be further recovered 
with a cost savings. Therefore, air 
oxidation process vent streams typically 
have high flowrates and low VOC 
contents. Although further VOC 
recovery does not result in.cost savings 
due to the low VOC content, technology 
does exist for control of these VOC 
emissions from all air oxidation 
processes. This technology is thermal 
oxidation. The design characteristics 
and, therefore, costs for thermal oxidizer 
control systems would be similar among 
air oxidation facilities and different 
from a typical design for control of other 
SOCMI process emissions such as 
oxygen oxidation unit processes or 
distillation unit operations. These 
similar design characteristics would be 
large equipment sizes, due to the 
relatively high air oxidation vent stream 
flowrates, and high supplemental fuel 
requirements, due to the relatively low 
vent stream VOC contents and heating 
values. Therefore, because control 
techniques are available for the entire 
industry group and because regulating 
the entire group would be more 
resource-efficient, a single regulation is 
being proposed for controlling process 
VOC emissions from all SOCMI air 
oxidation facilities. : 

The choice of the affected facility for 
these standards is based on the 
Agency's interpretation of Section 111 of 
the Clean Air Act and on the judicial 
construction of its meaning [ASARCO, 
Inc v. EPA, 578 F.2d 319 (D.C. Cir. 1978)]. 
Under Section 111, the standards of 
performance for new stationary sources 


must apply to “new sources;” “source” 
is defined as “any building, structure, ° 
facility, or installation which emits or 
may emit any air pollutant” [Section 
111(a)(3)]. Most industrial plants, 
however, consist of numerous pieces or 
groups of equipment which emit air 
pollutants, and which may be viewed as 
“sources.” EPA therefore uses the term 
“affected facility” to designate the 
equipment, within a particular kind of 
plant, which is chosen as the “soutce” 
covered by a given standard. 

In designating the affected facility, 
EPA must decide which piece or group 
of equipment is the appropriate unit (the 
source) for separate emission standards 
in the particular industrial context 
involved. The Agency must do this by 
examining the situation in light of the 
terms and purpose of Section 111. One 
major consideration in this examination 
is that the use of a narrower designation 
results in bringing replacement 
equipment under standards of 
performance sooner. If, for example, an 
entire plant is designated as the affected 
facility, no part of the plant would be 
covered by the standard unless the 
replacement causes the plant as a whole 
to be “modified” or “reconstructed.” The 
plant as a whole could be considered 
modified only if the replacement results 
in an increase in the aggregate 
emissions from the entire plant. The 
Agency would consider the plant as a 
whole to have been reconstructed only if 
the cost of the replacement exceeds 50 
percent of the cost of an entire plant. If, 
on the other hand, each piece of 
equipment is designated as the affected 
facility, then as each piece is replaced, 
the replacement piece will be a new 
source subject to the standard. Since the 
purpose of Section 111 is to minimize 
emissions by application of the best 
demonstrated control technology at all 
new and modified sources (considering 
cost, other health and environmental 
effects, and energy requirements), there 
is a presumption that a narrower 
designation of the affected facility is 
proper. This ensures that new emission 
sources within plants will be brought 
under the coverage of the standards as 
they are installed. This presumption can 
be overcome, however, if the Agency 
concludes either that: (a) A broader 
designation of the affected facility 
would result in greater emissions 
reduction than would a narrow 
designation; or (b) the other relevant 
statutory factors (technical feasibility, 
cost, energy, and other environmental 
impacts) point to a broader designation. 

Several air oxidation reactors may 
feed offgases into a common product 
recovery train. The characteristics of the 
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recovery train operating in conjunction 
determine the emissions from the air 
oxidation process, the narrowest 
feasible affected facility is that defined 
as the combination of those reactors and 
their common product recovery train. 

It is feasible, although uncommon, for 
emissions from a reactor to be vented 
directly to the atmosphere. Since the 
characteristics of emissions from 
reactors not feeding offgases into a 
common product recovery train can be 
determined for each reactor separately, 
each such reactor has been designated 
as a separate affected facility. 

Therefore, the Administrator 
designated the individual reactor- 
product recovery train consisting of an 
individual product recovery system 
(series of product recovery units) along 
with all air oxidation reactors feeding 
offgas into this system as the affected 
facility. Each air oxidation reactor not 
feeding offgas to a product recovery 
system would be designated as a 
separate affected facility. The affected 
facility would end at the vent at which 
the air oxidation reactor offgas is 
emitted to the atmosphere. 

If two or more series of product 
recovery equipment units were arranged 
in parallel such that they shared an 


associated air oxidation reactors, would 
be considered a separate affected 
facility. as long as each reactor was 
piped to only one of the series of 
recovery equipment. Also, if anew 


resulted, the affected facility would 
include the new reactor, all recovery 
equipment into which the new reactor 
was piped, and any other reactors also 
piped to the same recovery equipment. 


considered part of that zffected facility. 
If any or all of the air oxidation reactor 
offgas at any point were conducted 
through the equipment of any other 


process in the plant (other than the air 
oxidation 


affected facility. Such a diversion of air 
oxidation offgas might be done to 
provide an inert blanket for another type 
of reactor. Such a diversion might result 
in the air oxidation reactor offgas being 
emitted from more than one atmospheric 
vent. In this case, each vent, along with 
any product recovery equipment through 
which the vented air oxidation offgas 
would have passed, and any associated 
air oxidation reactors, would constitute 
an affected facility. 


Selection of Regulatory Alternatives 


Control Techniques. A variety of 
control devices, including condensers, 
absorbers, adsorbers, and incinerators, 
can be used to reduce VOC emissions 
from air oxidation unit processes. 
However, selecting the most applicable 
VOC control device for a particular 
chemical manufacturing process and 
determining the degree of control 
achievable would depend on the 
chemical composition of the waste 
stream and other process 
characteristics. The specificity and 
effectiveness of devices such as 
condensers, absorbers, adsorbers, and 
catalytic incinerators may be greatly 
affected by the vent stream flowrate and 
VOC concentration, the chemical and 
physical properties of the VOC and 
other contaminants, and the vent stream 
water content and temperatrure. As a 
result, none of these potential control 
devices would be universally applicable 
for reduction of VOC emissions from all 
air oxidation processes. 

Air oxidation processes use a 
combination of absorption devices, 
condensers, or carbon adsorption units 
fer product recovery (or for recovery of 
unreacted raw material). These devices 
are usually designed to recover only as 
much of the VOC as results in a cost 
savings and, therefore, would not be 
considered control devices. However, in 
some plants these devices are designed 
to remove more than that amount which 
results in cost savings. In this case, the 
devices operate both for product 
recovery and as control devices for 
emission reduction or to reduce the 
pollutant load on some other final 
control device. 

Thermal oxidation is a control 
technique in which a mixture of gases, 
including a vent stream, excess 
combustion air, and/or fuel, is held at a 
sufficiently high temperature for a 
sufficiently long period of time to insure 
complete combustion of the VOC to 
carbon dioxide and water. If the VOC 
stream has a sufficiently high heating 


value, part of it is passed through the 
burner in place of part or all of the fuel. 
The thermal oxidizer operating 
temperature, chamber residence time, 
combustion gas mixing, and several 
other factors related to individual waste 
stream characteristics determine the 
exact efficiency of this reaction. 


- Operation of a thermal oxidizer is much 


less dependent on process and vent 
stream characteristics than are other 
VOC control and/or product recovery 
devices and, consequently, is the only 
demonstrated VOC control technology 
universally applicable to SOCMI air 
oxidation processes. Also, data show 
that thermal oxidation can achieve the 
highest feasible VOC control level of all 
currently demonstrated technologies. All 
new incinerators can achieve at least a 
98 percent VOC reduction or 20 ppmv 
exit concentration. This control level 
can be achieved for all air oxidation 
reaction processes by incinerator 
operation at conditions which include a 
maximum of 870°C (1600°F) and 0.75 
second residence time. 

Tests were performed on the 
destruction efficiency of incinerators 
operating at various temperatues [700°C 
(1300°F) to 800°C (1500°F)] and residence 
times (0.5 to 1.5 seconds). These tests 
showed a destruction efficiency of 98 
percent to be achievable. In addition, 
kinetics calculations were performed 
which compared the tested conditions 
with the destruction efficiency of an 
incinerator operated with a residence 
time of 0.75 second at 870°C. This 
temperature is known to be achievable 
in existing incinerators. These 
calculations show that these conditions 
are more conductive to complete 
destruction than the tested conditions. 

Therefore, 870°C and 0.75 second were 
determined to represent the achievable 
operating conditions which might be 
necessary to achieve 98 percent total 
organics (minus methane and ethane) 
destuction under the worst case 
conditions. 

Kinetics calculations describing 
complex combustion reaction 
mechnisms point to much slower 
reaction rates at very low total organics 
concentrations. Because of these slower 
combustion reaction rates, maximum 
achievable organic compounds 
destruction efficiency decreases as inlet 
concentration decreases. Available data 
show that the lowest concentration 
achievable by combustion of inlet 
streams below approximately 2000 
ppmv is 20 ppmv. (For air oxidation vent 
stream with a concentration of 2000 
ppm, the incinerator combustion air 
introduces a dilution factor of about 2, 
so that the actual incinerator inlet 





' Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 205 / Friday, October 21, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


concentration is about 1000 =. The 
Agency has therefore 

as the limit that allows fully for the drop 
in achievable 

decreasing inlet concentration. 

The data also show that the effect of 
compound identity on destruction 
efficiency increases at incineration 
temperatures lower than 760°C (1400°F), 
although precise quantitative relations 
could not be determined. However, at 
temperatues above 760°C, the identity of 
nonhalogenated compounds has little 
effect on the destruction efficiency of 
thermal oxidizers. Because organic 
compounds which contain halogens 
undergo complete combustion more 
slowly, at any given temperature, more 
stringent conditions are required to 
achieve 98 percent destruction when 
incinerating halogenated vent streams. 
The impacts of emission control were 
projected assuming a combustion 
temperature of 1100°C (2000°F) and 1.0 
second residence time for halogenated 
vent streams. Because the incinerator 
outlet stream for such facilities would 
contain corrosive hydrogen halide, a 
flue gas quencher and scrubber were 
included in the incineration system 
design and considered in the projection 
of cost impacts. 

At temperatures over 760°C (1400°F), 
the oxidation reaction rate is much 
faster than the rate at which mixing 
takes place. Therefore, organic 
compound destruction becomes more 
dependent upon the fluid mechnics 
within the oxidation chamber. Chamber 
design and burner and baffle 
configurations provide for turbulent flow 
for improved mixing. One practical 
manner of achieving good mixing and 
efficiency is to adjust the newly 
installed equipment (e.g. by changing 
baffle configurations) to improve 
performance. 

Although the emission test data cited 
above would also support the 
achievability of 95 percent reduction at 
a thermal oxidizer operating 
temperature of 760°C (1400°PF), this 
reduction efficiency was not considered 
as an alternative control technique. This 
95 percent alternative was not 
considered because the additional 
emission reduction associated with 98 
percent control at 870°C relative to 95 
percent control at 760°C was judged to 
be large when compared to the small 
incremental cost and energy impacts 
associated with the two control levels. 

In summary, thermal oxidation is the 
only VOC control device that is 
universally applicable to SOCMI air 
oxidation processes. Thermal oxidation 
can achieve a greater degree of VOC 
control than any other device, and 
requires only a limited amount of vent 


stream data (flowrate, heating value, 
and whether chlorinated compounds 
present) to determine control costs. 
Selection of Format for Proposed 
Standard and Emission Limits. Several 
formats could be used to implement 
proposed standard. Section 111 of the 


feasible to Ph cary or ue such 
standards. Because emission from air 
oxidation process or product recovery 
vents, as well as emissions f,:m any 
type of combustion control equipment, 
can be measured, it was determined that 
an emission limitation {performance} 
standard would be appropriate. A mass 
emission standard, a percent reduction 
standard, and a concentration standard 
were considered. 

Because of the variety in offgas 
flowrates and VOC contents for the 
many chemical reaction processes and 
facilities in the air oxidation source 
category, mass emission rates from 
sources using 98 percent efficient 
incinerators would vary considerably. 
Consequently, a mass emission limit 
based on an average source would 
require more than 98 percent control 
demonstrated technology (BDT] at some 
facilities and less at others. Therefore, a 
mass emission standard was considered 
inappropriate, because it would not 
require best demonstrated technology 
(BDT) at each source. 

Air oxidation process vent streams 
have as much variation in volume 
percent VOCE concentration as in mass 
emission rates. Any standard based 
solely on a concentration limit would 
require more than BDT at some facilities 
and less than BDT at others. Therefore, 
a standard based solely upon 
concentration was considered 


inappropriate. However, a concentration, 


limit might be used in combination with 
another type of emission limit, if the 
applicablilty of the concentration limit 
were restricted to facilities with a 
limited range of offgas organics content. 
A weight percent reduction standard 
would be feasible because the control 
device inlet and outlet emission rates 
can be measured. Furthermore, a given 
set of incinerator operating conditions 
tends to result in a given weight percent 
organics reduction, rather than in an 
absolute outlet organics concentration 
or emission rate. As discussed above in 
the section entitled Control Techniques, 
all new incinerators can achieve at least 
a 98 weight percent reduction in total 
organics (minus methane and ethane), 
provided that the total organic (minus 
methane and ethane) concentration of 
the process vent stream is greater than 
approximately 2000 ppm (volume, by 


compound). Therefore, a weight 
percentage reduction standard, based on 
the mass rate of organics exiting the 
control device versus the mass rate of 
organics entering the device, would be 
appropriate for vent streams with total 
organics (minus methane and ethane) 
concentrations above approximately 
2000 ppm. For vent streams with 
organics concentrations below 
approximately 2000 ppm, it has been 
determined that an incinerator outlet 
concentration of 20 ppm fvolume, by 
compound), or lower, is achievable by 
all new thermal oxidizers. Therefore, 
EPA concluded that the format of the 
proposed standard for air oxidation 
process vent emissions should include a 
combination of weight percent reduction 
and a volume concentration standard. 
The proposed emission limits would be 
a 98 percent total organics (minus 

d ethane: 


by 
compound), whichever would be less 
stringent for a given facility. The 
concentration limit of 20 ppmv would be 
based on a vent stream oxygen 
concentration, at the control device 
outlet, of 3 percent by volume. 

Regulatory Analysis. A3 explained 
above, thermal oxidation is clearly the 
most effective control technology and is 
demonstrated for application at all 
facilities. For this reason, the Agency 
concluded that any regulatory 
alternative under the Administrator's 
consideration would necessarily 
incorporate the use of thermal oxidation. 
(This contrasts with the development of 
most other NSPS's where the Agency 
has examined regulatory alternatives 
distinguished from each other by control 
device.) Accordingly, each alternative 
would require a control efficiency of 98 
weight percent or reduction to 20 ppmv 
exit concentration, whichever is less 
stringent, for those affected facilities 
required to control emissions. 

However, because this standard 
would cover a variety of types of - 
SOCMI plants, the offgas parameters 
which would affect the cost and energy 
impacts of VOC control by thermal 
oxidation would vary. These parameters 
include volume flowrate {which affects 
equipment size) and heating value 
(which affects the amount of 
supplemental fuel required to achieve 
complete combustion). Other varying 
offgas parameters include organics 
content and corrosion properties (such 
as the presence of chlorinated 
compounds, which affect control 
equipment structural properties). 
Because of this variety, control costs per 
weight unit emission reduction would 
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Under the second alternative, those 7 
percent plus an additional 7 percent of 
projected facilities would be required to 
meet the standards, and so on.) 

The Agency structured the regulatory 
alternatives so that those facilities with 
the lowest projected annualized cost of 
control, per unit of VOC destroyed, 
would be controlled first {i.e., under the 
first and all other alternatives) and 
those with higher costs would be 


which facilities would be required to 
control emissions ensures that for any 


given regulatory alternative, the greatest 
national VOC emission reduction is 


section entitled National Emissions 
Profile describe how the Agency 
calculated theoretical control costs for 
each vent stream in order to rank vent 
streams by cost per unit of VOC 
destroyed. All new incinerators, if 
properly installed, adjusted, maintained, 
and operated, can achieve 98 percent 
emission control of nonhalogenated 
streams when operated at conditions no 
more stringent than a combustion 
chamber temperature of 870°C and 
residence time of 0.75 second. The 
impacts of each regulatory alternative 
were therefore projected based on the 
use, by each facility with 
nonhalogenated vent stream required to 
reduce emissions, of a thermal oxidizer 
operated at 870°C and a 0.75 second 
residence time. For halogenated vent 
streams, operating conditions of 1100°C 
and 1.0 second residence time were 
assumed. It was assumed that 
adjustments of the thermal oxidizer unit 
after start-up, in order te optimize 


projecting the costs of control. 
In order to avoid an overly 
conservative estimate of the cost impact 


of thermal incineration, it was assumed 
that heat recovery would be employed 
in all intances in which it was 
technically feasible, met safety 
requirements, and would tend to lower 
the projected annualized cost of control. 
Such employment of heat recovery 
equipment is standard industry practice. 
Use of heat recovery equipment results 
in lower projected energy use and 
energy costs, but higher projected 


- capital costs. 


The contributing factors to annualized 
costs include capital charges, 
supplementg! fuel, electricity, operating 
labor, and maintenance labor. For offgas 
containing chlorinated compounds, 
scrubbing water, quench water, and 
caustic soda, as well as additional 
capital charges for a flue-gas scrubber, 
also contribute to annualized cost. 
Facilities with higher VOC emission 
rates would tend to have a lower cost, 
per unit of VOC destroyed, since the 
achievable emission reduction would be 
higher than for other vent streams. 
Under each regulatory alternative, 
therefore, such facilities would tend to 
be controlled before other streams. Vent 
streams with higher net heating values 
wouid tend to have lower supplemental 
energy requirements than other streams, 
and would, therefore, tend to be 
controlled before other streams under 
each regulatory alternative. Facilities 
with lower offgas flowrates would have 
relatively higher capital costs, per unit 
of VOC destroyed, than would streams 
with similar VOC concentrations and 
heating values, but higher flowrates. 
This is true because achievable 
emission reduction is proportional to 
flowrate for vent streams with similar 
VOC concentrations and heating values, 
whereas capital costs increase less 
rapidly as flowrate increases, due to 
economies of scale. Under each 
regulatory alternative, therefore, 
facilities with higher offgas flowrates 
would tend to be controlled before 
streams with similar emission rates and 
heating values, but lower flowrates. 

National Emissions Profile. One 
model plant would not have been 
sufficient for an accurate projection of 
the impacts associated with each 
regulatory alternative. Because of the 
number and diversity of facilities and 
manufacturing processes in the air 
oxidation industry, a large number of 
model plants would have been required. 
If the use of many model plants had 
been necessary, the prospective 
regulatory alternative analysis would 
have been predicted to take so much 
time that the unit process approch to 
regulation would have had little or no 
advantage over a chemical-by-chemical 


approach. However, only a limited 
amount of vent stream data is required 
to determine incinerator costs and 
efficiency. The required data include 
offgas flowrate, net heating value, and 
total organics (minus methane and 
ethane) mass emission rate. It must also 
be known whether the offgas contains 
halogenated compounds. Therefore, 
although data from many types of 
processes are still required in order to 
adequately represent the air oxidation 
industry, the data need not consist of 
fully designed model plants. Rather, a 
national statistical profile of air 
oxidation processes was constructed. 
The national profile characterizes air 
oxidation processes according to 
national distributions of the three 
critical offgas parameters for 
halogenated and nonhalogenated vent 
streams. The impacts of each regulatory 
alternative are therefore evaluated as 
impacts upon the entire population of 
affected facilities, as represented by the 
national profile. The emission and 
production factors used to construct the 
data base for the statistical procedure 
and national profile are from existing air 
oxidation plants that represent about 36 
percent of the total air oxidation plant 
population. Because there is no 
recognizable bias involving the four 
offgas parameters in this data sampling, 
this percentage of plants provides an 
adequate sample size to allow 
construction of a profile that is 
representative of the entire air oxidation 
segment of SOCML. In addition, it is 
assumed that the overall distribution of 
key vent stream variables for the new 
air oxidation plants would be the same 
as that for the existing population. 

The actual use of the national 
statistical profile assumes that the 
distribution of offgas flow, VOC 
emission rate, and stream heating value 
is chemical independent. Chemical 
identifies are not considered in the 
profile, nor is there claimed to be a one- 
to-one correspondence between any one 
data point of three offgas parameters 
and an existing or new offgas stream. It 
is assumed, however, that the overall 
proportions and distributions of the 
parameter values and data points are 
similar to those of the new population of 
air oxidation facilities. Thus, since the 
national statistical profile contains 59 
data points, each data point represents 
1/59 of the new population. Each data 
point represents a hypothetical vent 
stream. Therefore, the impacts of a given 
regulatory alternative, such as 
annualized cost of control. VOC 
emission reduction, and facility cost- 
effectiveness, can be associated with 
each data point. It is not assumed that 
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such individual impacts on a data point 
would represent impacts on any given 
new facility, nor are the data points 
used as individual impact models. 
Instead, each data point represents 1/59 
of the overall projected new population 
of facilities. Therefore, the impacts of 
each regulatory alternative represent 
impacts on the projected new source 
population. Due to the wide variation in 
processes used and in the types of 
control devices present across the air 
oxidation industry, only uncontrolled 
emission factors and vent stream 
characteristics are included in the data 
. set. Since uncontrolled emissions are 
subject to great uncertainty because of 
the difficulty in defining what is a 
pollution control device, all process 
stream data represent hypothetical 
uncontrolled emissions, which are 
considered, in this analysis, to be the 
process stream exiting the primary (first) 
product recovery device. 

The hypothetical uncontrolled VOC 
emissions from affected facilities in the 
fifth year after proposal of the standards 
were projected to be 78,000 Mg/yr. 
Actual uncontrolled emissions, in the 
absence of SIP’s, would probably be 
lower, because some additional degree 
of product or integrated energy recovery 
would often result in a cost savings for a 
facility. An average baseline emission 
control level was estimated as described 
below in the section entitled Baseline 
Emission Control. 

Baseline Emission Control. The 
regulatory baseline was estimated as a 
weighted average of current SIP’s except 
for the assumption that modified SIP’s 
would be in force in ozone NAAQS 
nonattainment areas requesting 
extension beyond 1982. EPA assumes 
that modified SIP’s would reflect the 


reasonably available contro} technology 
recommended in the SOCMI air 
oxidation draft control techniques 
guideline document. For the purpose of 
structuring the regulatory alternatives, 
the Agency estimated the baseline to be 
72 percent reduction from hypothetical 
uncontrolled VOC emissions. However, 
the actual control required would vary 
considerably from State to State. If SIP’s 
in ozone NAAQS nonattainment areas 
requesting extension beyond 1982 are 
not modified to reflect the reasonably 
available control technology 
recommended in the SOCMI air 
oxidation draft control techniques 
guideline document, the estimated 
regulatory baseline would be 66 percent 
reduction from uncontrolled VOC 
emission. i 

Identification of Regulatory 
Alternatives. Under each successive 
regulatory alternative, an additional 
percentage of projected affected 
facilities would be subject to the 98 
percent or 20 ppmv standard. Each © 
successive increment of sources 
required to meet the standards would 
have higher per unit control cost than 
the increment of sources added under 
the previous alternative. To develop the 
regulatory alternatives, the Agency 
ranked the data points in the national 
profile in order of increasing cost- 
effectiveness of VOC emission control 
by thermal oxidation. Sixty regulatory 
alternatives could be analyzed, one for 
no VOC control at all, plus 58 
additional alternatives based upon 
inclusion of each successive data point. 
The Agency chose, however, to group 
the 59 data points into 6 alternatives for 
the purpose of analysis. 

Alternative O represents the baseline 
level of control. Under Alternatives I 


through VI, the percentages of all 
projected facilities required to reduce 
emissions 98 to 20 ppmv would 
be 7, 14, 19, 27, 47, and 100, respectively. 
This would result in corresponding 
national VOC emission reductions of 
approximately 31, 46, 57, 66, 81, and 98 
percent from the baseline level. As 
stated before, these alternatives are 
based on the use of a thermal oxidizer 
operated at 870°C (1600°F) with a 
chamber residence time of 0.75 second 
to achieve 98 percent emission control. 

Environmental Impacts. Assuming a 
72 percent baseline of control, VOC 
emissions in the fifth year after proposal 
of the standards were projected to be 
22,000 Mg/yr. Table 1 shows the 
incremental national VOC emissions 
and percent emissions reductions from 
the baseline level for each regulatory 
alternative. Alternative I (31 percent 
national VOC reduction from baseline) 
would reduce national VOC emissions 
to 15,000 Mg/yr-. The most stringent 
regulatory alternative, Alternative VI, 
would reduce national VOC emissions 
by 98 percent from the baseline level to 
440 Mg/yr. 

The generation of NO, by the 
combustion pracess could have a 
negative impact on ambient air quality 
by contributing to ozone formation. The 
principal factors affecting the rate of 
NO, formation are the amount of excess 
air available, the peak flame 
temperature, the length of time that the 
combustion gases are at peak 
temperature, and the rate of cooting of 
the combustion products. Because of the 
relatively low combustion temperatures 
and relatively short residence times 
associated with control of VOC using 
thermal incinerators, the rate of NO, 
formation is expected to be low. 
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL, ENERGY, AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF EACH REGULATORY ALTERNATIVE 


Average Cost 
Effective- 
ness (for 
Facilities 

fot Covered 

Raine 


Percent Wattonal 
Range of Percent Emissions Annualized fame 
Facility Cest of on sell — 
Effectiveness, Sources Emiss from 
Values ($/Mg)" Affected (1000 tere) Baseline 


National 
Capital 


> 


Cest / 
Milit ettectin Effi ~~ 
or wae ee ctivepen (A 


ternative Cost 
($/¥g) (Million $) 


Qo 21.8 
7? 16.2 


s és 


: 


6,000 ~ 3,100 


ra 
F 


"Lowest and h t project cost-effectiveness values for facilities reducing emissions by 98 percent under the given regulatory alternative, 
but not reducing under the previous alternative. These cost-effectiveness values calculated with respect to baseline emissions. 


“catculated with respect to uncontrolled emissions. 
“calculated with respect to baseline emisisons. 


Uncontrolled Emissions = 78,000 Mg/yr 
Basel ine Emissions = 22,000 Hg/yr 


Thermal oxidizer outlet 
concentrations of NO, were measured in 
seven sets of thermal oxidizer tests 
conducted at three air oxidation plants. 
The test results indicate that NO, outlet 
concentrations range from 8 to 200 ppmv 
(0.015 to 0.37 g/scm). 

Although there are conflicting data, 
some studies report that incineration of 
vent streams containing high levels of 
nitrogen-containing compounds also 
may eause increases in NO, emissions. 
The maximum outlet NO, concentration 
of 200 ppmv was measured at an 
acrylonitrile plant. The vent stream of 
this plant does not contain nitrogenous 
compounds. The NO, outlet 
concentrations measured at the other 
two plants, whose vent streams do not 
contain nitrogenous compounds, range 
from 8 to 30 ppm (0.015 to 0.056 g/scm). 

Acrylonitrile manufacture is the only 
air oxidation process expected to have 
NO, emissions much higher that the 
detectable limit if controlled by thermal 
oxidation. However, according to the 


national profile, the achievable VOC 
emission reduction for acrylonitrile 
facilities would be about one to two 
orders of magnitude greater than the 
increase in NO, emissions due to 
control. For this reason, the 
Administrator determined that the 
acrylonitrile process should not be 
exempt from the proposed standard. 
Control of the acrylonitrile process has 
one of the lowest costs per unit VOC 
reduction of any air oxidation process. 
Therefore, acrylonitrile facilities would 
be controlled under each of the six 
regulatory alternatives more stringent 
than the baseline alternative. There is, 
therefore, no significant incremental 
increase in NO, emissions associated 


with the various regulatory alternatives. 


In addition to generation of NO,, the 
control of VOC emissions from 
halogenated vent streams by thermal 
oxidation may result in the release of 
chlorinated combustion products to the 
environment. However, flue gas 
quenching and scrubbing could be used 
to remove these compounds from the 


ss 


incinerator outlet stream. Current 
industry practice among air oxidation 
facilities with chlorinated vent streams 
which employ combustion devices is to 
employ flue gas scrubbing. The capital 
and operation costs associated with flue 
gas quenching and scrubbing were taken 
into account in projecting the cost 
impacts. 

Control of VOC emissions using 
thermal oxidation would not result in 
any significant increase in waste water 
discharge by air oxidation unit 
processes. No water effluents are 
generated by thermal oxidizers 
themselves. 

Use of an incinerator/scrubber system 
for control of VOC emissions from 
oxychlorination vent streams would 
result in increased water consumption. 
The increase in total plant waste water 
would be relatively small and would not 
affect plant waste treatment or sewer 
capacity. However, if the scrubbed 
hydrochloric acid is not recovered, it 
may be necessary to adjust the pH of 
the scrubber effluent by treatment with 
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caustic (NaOH) before it is released into 
the plant waste water system. The salt 
(NaCl) formed by the caustic treatment 
must be purged from the system and 
properly disposed of. Acceptable 
methods of disposal include direct 
waste water discharge or deep well 
disposal. The increased water 
consumption and caustic (NaOH) costs 

_were included in the projected operating 
costs for those data vectors in the 
national profile representing 
halogenated vent streams. Costs 
associated with disposal of NaCl were 
not believed to be significant and, 
therefore, were not included in the 
projected impacts. 

There are not expected to be any 
differences among the regulatory 
alternatives in cost and energy impacts 
due to the special additional control 
equipment and resource use associated 
with control of chlorinated vent streams. 
Only one air oxidation process, ethylene 
dichloride manufacture, has offgas 
containing chlorinated compounds. This 
process has a new negative total 
resource use (net total resource credit) 
per unit VOC destroyed, associated with 
the use of incineration. Therefore, the 
ethylene dichloride process would be 
controlled under even the least stringent 
regulatory alternative. 

Energy Impacts. The projection of 
energy impacts for each regulatory 
alternative was based on the use of 
thermal oxidation to control VOC 
emissions from air oxidation process 
vents. Maintenance of the required 
thermal oxidizer operating conditions 
requires supplemental fuel, commonly in 
the form of natural gas. The amount of 
supplemental fuel needed depends on 
vent stream temperature and net heating 
value, flowrate, incineration 
temperature, and type of heat recovery 
used. Due to the use of heat recovery 
techniques, combustion of some air 
oxidation waste streams would result in 
a net production of energy even though 
supplemental fuel would be necessary 
for flame stability. Up to 70 percent 
waste heat recovery could be expected 
using techniques currently in wide use 
in the air oxidation industry. In addition 
to supplemental fuel, electricity 
requirements for equipment such as 
pumps, blowers, and instrumentation 
contribute to the total energy use for 
VOC control. Total electrical needs are 
relatively small compared to energy 
requirements in the form of 
supplemental fuel for thermal oxidation. 
The fifth year national energy use would 
increase from 0.23 billion MJ/yr (110 bbl 
oil/day) for Alternative I (31 percent 
national VOC reduction from baseline) 
to 6.0 billion MJ/yr (2,800 bbl oil/day) 


for Alternative VI (98 percent national 
VOC reduction from baseline). 

Economic Feasibility and Costs. Both 
capital and annualized operating costs 
were used to determine total national 
costs for each regulatory alternative. 
These national impacts are summarized 
in Table 1. The fifth year total national 
annualized cost would increase from $3 
million per year for Alternative I to $67 
million per year for Alternative VL The 
fifth year total national installed capital 
cost would increase from $6.1 million for 
Alternative I to $87 million for 
Alternative VL 

An economic analysis was performed 
to determine if control of VOC 
emissions from individual air oxidation 
processes would be economically 
feasible. Control by thermal oxidation 
was considered to be economically 
feasible if the following criteria were 
met: (1) The projected product cost 
increase due to control remains below 5 
percent of the projected product price, 
(2) the net present value of new plants 
does not become negative (indicating 
that they have become an unprofitable 
investment), (3) the capital costs for 
control do not exceed 20 percent of the 
uncontrolled plant fixed investment 
costs, and (4) new plants do not 
experience substantial adverse impacts 
due to foreign competition. 

‘fhe first step in thé economic analysis 
was performed using a worst-case set of 
assumptions. One worst-case 
assumption was that the vent stream 
contained no oxygen, which led to 
maximum projected equipment sizes 
and larger supplemental fuel 
requirements. A second worst-case 
assumption was that no waste-heat 
boiler would be used for any stream not 
containing halogenated compounds, 
which led to maximum projected 
supplemental fuel requirements. A third 
worst-case assumption was that the 
lowest capacity and lowest flowrate of 
any plant using a given manufacturing 
process was assumed in projecting 
product percent price increases due to 
control. This assumption led to higher 
estimates of percent price increase, due 
to economies of scale in control 
equipment capital costs for facilities 
with higher capacities and flowrates. In 
addition, as analysis was conducted of 
the sensitivity of percent product price 
increase to fluctuations in discount 
rates, natural gas prices, and offgas 
flowrates around expected values. 
Those specific chemical production 
processes which exceeded any of the 
economic feasibility criteria under the 
worst-case assumptions or under the * 
sensitivity analysis were reanalyzed 


using a set of assumptions more 


representative of the characteristics of 
those processes. The results of the final 
economic analysis were that for each of 
the regulatory alternatives, none of the 
chemical production processes 
exceeded any of the economic 
feasibility criteria. No chemicals are 
expected to have a price increase which 
in the worst-case would exceed 5 
percent. The price changes of the 36 
chemicals, assuming control costs would 
be passed through totally, would range 
from 0 to a 3.1 percent increase except 
for maleic anhydride (benzene process), 
which showed an estimated 4.2 percent 
increase. New maleic anhydride plants 


- are expected to employ the butane 


process (which showed an estimated 3.1 
percent increase), instead of the 
benzene process, even in the absence of 
the proposed standard. Therefore, 
regardless of which alternative was 
selected as the basis for the proposed 
standard, it was determined that the 
costs of controls would be economically 
feasible for all chemicals covered by the 
proposed standard. 

Selection of Basis for the Proposed 
Standard 


The Clean Air Act requires that 
standards of performance be based on 
the best system of continuous emission 
reduction, considering costs, energy 
usage, and nonair health and 
environmental impacts (“best 
demonstrated technology” or BDT). As 
stated above, each regulatory 
alternative represents a distinct 
percentage of sources that would be 
required to reduce total organic (minus 
methane and ethane) emissions by 98 
percentage or to 20 ppmv (limits 
reflecting use of thermal oxidation). By 
selecting one alternative, the 
Administrator selects the portion of 
projected new sources for which control 
by thermal incineration (under the 
conditions explained above) is BDT. For 
the remaining portion of projected new 
sources it is the Administrator's 
determination that BDT is no organic 
emission reduction from the baseline 
emission level. 

As explained previously, none of 
these regulatory alternatives would 
either result in unreasonable energy or 
nonair environmental impacts or cause 
any of the chemical production 

to exceed any of the economic 
feasibility criteria. However, because 
the emission reduction achievable by 
applying incineration to sources is 
different under each of the alternatives, 
the Administrator undertook further 
analysis before selecting an alternative. 
This further analysis was undertaken to 
assure that the cost of the alternative 





selected as the basis for the standard is 
reasonable, not only in terms of 
economic impacts, but also in terms of 
the emission reduction which would 
result. In this further analysis, the data 
presented im Table 1 were first 
considered. As shown in the table, those 
air oxidation facilities required to 
reduce VOC emissions under 
Alternative VI that would not have been 
controlled under Alternative V had a 
control cost per megagram of VOC 


Alternatives V and IV were also 
examined in a similar manner and 
showed control costs per megagram of 
VOC reduced in the ranges of $2700 to 
$5500 and $1900 to $2700, respectively. 
(These costs do not represent the actual 
amounts of money spent for any 
particular air oxidation facility. Rather, 
the costs are estimates which represent 
facilities likely to be built. The cost of 
VOC emission reduction systems will 
vary according to the chemical being 
produced, production equipment, plant 
layout, geographic location, and 
company preferences and policies.) 
However, the Administrator concluded 
that the cost of requiring control of any 
facility above the $1,900/Mg cutoff 
shown in Table 1 is 
compared to the emission reduction 
achieved. In the past, the maximum 
estimated cost per megagram of 
pollutant material removed (VOC, 
particulate matter, SO.) has ranged from 
somewhat less than $1000 to more than 
$2000. This package has a maximum 
estimated cost per megagram of $1900. 
In prior source categories for which 
NSPS have been developed, VOC 
maximum estimated control costs have 
generally not exceeded $1000 per 
megagram. In this case, because of the 
presence of potentially toxic 
constituents in the discharge streams 
and the “worst case” character of the 
cost calculations, EPA believes the 
proposed standards are reasonable. 
The maximum estimated cost in this 
package will not be viewed as a 
precedent for future actions. Instead, in 
the future, EPA will continue to evaluate 
each package on an individual basis. 
Those air oxidation facilities required 
to reduce VOC emissions by 98 percent 
under Alternative Ill, that would not 
have been controlled under Alternative 
IL, had a control cost per megagram of 
VOC reduced ranging from $1,400 to 
$1,900. Alternatives I and II would be 
less expensive than Alternative III, but 
would result in less emission reduction. 
Since the costs per unit emission 


reduction of Alternative II] were judged 
to be reasonable, and since there were 


Alternative IL, there was no reason to 
select Alternative I or Il, either of which 
would result in less emission reduction. 

In selecting Alternative Ill, the 
Agency noted that its average cost is 
only about $830 per megagram of VOC 
reduced. The Agency also considered 
that SOCMI is the largest stationary 
emission source of VOC and air 
oxidation is a major VOC emitting 
segment of SOCML Also, as detailed in 
the section entitled TRE Index, the costs 
shown in Table 1 do not take into 
account the ability of facilities to control 
emissions through adding product 
recovery and, in certain cases, to 
thereby avoid incineration costs. Due to 
this ability, the upper end of the cost per 
Mg emission reduction of Alternative III 
could be overstated by as much as $600/ 
Mg. It is unlikely, therefore, that any air 
oxidation facility would have to spend 
the maximum cutoff cost per megagram 
of $1,900/Mg. 


The Chemical Manufacturers’ 


_ Association (CMA) presented, at a 


meeting of the National Air Pollution 
Control Techniques Advisory 
Committee on September 23, 1981, an 
analysis of the impacts of Alternative 
Ill, based on a set of assumptions 
concerning the rate of growth in the 
number of air oxidation sources which 
differs from those used by EPA. In 
projecting the number of new sources, 
CMA assumed that the number of 
affected facilities in the fifth year would 
be only those facilities for which 
construction or expansion had already 
been publicly announced. In 

CMA's projection leads to fewer new 
facilities, but with larger capacities and 
larger uncontrolled VOC emission rates. 
All other assumptions used in the CMA 
analysis (concerning the costs of 
equipment, operation and maintenance 
requirements, and related factors) were 
essentially the same as those used in the 
EPA evaluation of regulatory 
alternatives. The Agency examined 
CMA’s analysis to determine if their 
results would alter the regulatory 
alternative selected as the basis for the 
standard. The annualized cost estimated 
by CMA's analysis of $22 million is 
greater than the $10 million annualized 
cost estimated by EPA. However, the 
projected emission reduction of 23,000 
Mg/yr according to CMA’s analysis is 
also larger than the 12,500 Mg/yr 
projected by the Agency. The economic 
impacts, such as price increases and 
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impact of foreign competition, projected 
by EPA are independent of the 
alternative selected and would not be 
impacted by CMA’s assumptions. 
CMA’s analysis shows the average cost 
of incineration per unit of VOC 
destroyed to be $900/Mg, which is 
essentially the same as the average cost 
of incineration per unit of VOC 
destroyed estimated by EPA ($830/Mg). 
The highest cost to incinerate per Mg 
VOC destroyed for either analysis 
would be $1,900. The selection of 
Alternative II was not directly 
influenced by the number of sources 
which may be affected. Rather, the 
selection was based on the concept that 
there is a range of source characteristics 
within which costs, emission reductions, 
and other factors lead to the conclusion 
that control is reasonable. In other 
words, the CMA analysis would not 
have altered the selection of Alternative 
Ill as the basis for the proposed 
standard. The impacts of the proposed 
standard are judged to be reasonable 
based on either set of assumptions. 

TRE Index. After selecting Alternative 
III as the basis of the proposed 
standard, it was necessary to develop a 
method for identifying those facilities 
covered by Alternative Il which would 
be required to reduce emissions by 98 
percent or to 20 ppmv, and those 
facilities not included in Alternative III, 
for which no emission reduction beyond 
product recovery would be required. 
The Agency, therefore, has included an 
equation in the regulation to calculate 
an index which is used to determine 
which affected facilities are required to 
reduce emissions by 98 percent or 20 
ppmv. This index is termed total 
resource effectiveness (TRE). The 
equation includes the parameters used 
in calculating the costs considered in 
selecting Alternative Il. These 
parameters are the offgas characteristics 
of flowrate, net heating value, total 
organics (minus methane and ethane) 
emission rate and corrosion properties 
(presence of chlorinated compounds). 
These parameters can be easily and 
objectively measured. The TRE value 
calculation allows the owner or operator 
of an affected facility to determine if 
that facility would be required to reduce 
emissions 98 percent or to 20 ppmv. The 
standardized calculation allows 
objective enforcement since all TRE 
values would be calculated based on the 
same parameters and calculated by the 
same method. 

The TRE index of a process vent 
stream is calculated according to the 
following equation: 
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_1 x{ a+b (Q) #*+¢ (Qs) +d (Qs) (Hr)+ 


Exoc 


where: 

TRE=Total resource-effectiveness index 
value. 

Q;=Vent stream flowrate (scm/min), at a 
standard temperature of 20°C. 

H;=Vent stream net heating value (MJ/scm), 
where the net enthalpy of per mole of 
offgas is based on combustion at 25°C 
and 760 mm Hg, but the standard 
temperature for determining the volume 
corresponding to one mole is 20°C, as in 
the definition of Q,. 

Eroc=Hourly emissions of total organic 
compounds (minus methane and ethane) 
reported in kg/hr measured at full 


operating flowrate. 
a, b, c, d, e, and f are coefficients. 


The set of coefficients which apply to 
a process vent stream can be obtained 
from Table 1 of the regulation. These 
coefficients were derived directly from 
the cost and emission reduction 
equations associated with control of 
VOC emissions from air oxidation 
facilities by thermal oxidation. Table 1 
of the regulation is divided into the five 
design categories for control equipment. 
These design categories differ in the 
amount of heat recovery achieved, in the 
type of heat recovery equipment used, 
and in the use of flue gas scrubbing for 
offgas containing chlorinated 
compounds. The amount and type of 
heat recovery used depends upon the 
offgas heating value. 

The vent stream of an affected facility 
is considered “chlorinated” under the 
proposed standard if it is determined to 
contain a concentration of 20 ppmv (by 
compound) or greater of chlorinated 
compounds. This low 20 ppmv 
chlorination cutoff was chosen to avoid 
control cost and TRE underestimates. 
Even small amounts of chlorinated 
compounds may be corrosive, as well as 
difficult enough to incinerate that a 
temperature greater than 870°C is 
necessary to achieve 98 percent control. 
Therefore, it was judged essential to set 
a low cutoff, so that control cost and 
TRE would not be underestimated for 
any facility. The ethylene dichloride 
process is the only current air oxidation 
process with chlorinated vent streams. 
Because this process may have affected 
facilities subject to the proposed 
standards, the Administrator decided to 
set the chlorination cutoff at 10 percent 
of the lowest known total chlorinated 
compound concentration for any 
existing ethylene dichloride facility, or ' 
20 ppmv. 


© (Q,)** (Hy)**+f (Hz)**} 


Under each design category listed in 
Table 1 of the regulation, there are 
several intervals of offgas flowrate. 
Each flowrate interval is associated 
with a different set of coefficients. The 
first flowrate smaller than that 
corresponding to the smallest control 
equipment system easily available 
without special custom design. The 
remaining flowrate interval in each 
design category applies to vent streams 
with a flowrate intervals in each design 
category apply to vent streams which 
would be expected to use one, two, 
three, four, or five sets of control 
equipment, respectively. These flowrate 
intervals are distinguished from one 
another because of limits to 
prefabricated equipment sizes. 

The TRE index cutoff value associated 
with Alternative III as calculated by the 
above equation is 2.2. Affected air 
oxidation facilities with a TRE index of 
less than or equal to 2.2 would be 
required to reduce emissions by 98 
percent or to 20 ppmv, while affected 
facilities with a TRE index above 2.2 
would not be required to combust VOC 
emissions. 

The use of a TRE index cutoff value 
will also encourge the use of product 
recovery techniques or process 
modification in an effort to raise the 
TRE index value above the 2.2 cutoff. 
The parameters used to calculate the 
TRE index are measured at the outlet of 
the final piece of product recovery 
equipment. Additional product recovery 
can be used to change the values of the 
parameters (e.g., decrease the emission 
rate) and increase the TRE index value. 
The total cost to a facility of improved 
product recovery to exceed the TRE 
index cutoff would probably be much 
lower than the total cost of thermal 
oxidation to achieve 98 percent 
reduction. It would, therefore, be 
economically advantageous for such a 
facility to choose to improve product 
recovery. However, the necessary 
reduction in emission rate to exceed the 
TRE index cutoff might also be less than 
98 percent. Therefore, the actual cost per 
metric ton for some facilities choosing to 
improve product recovery might exceed 
the projected cost per metric ton of 
thermal oxidation. Nevertheless, such a 
facility would probably choose to 
improve product recovery rather than 
incinerate due to the lower costs. 

Compounds Used in Determining 
Compliance. The proposed standards 


are intended to reduce emissions of 
VOC through the application of best 
demonstrated technology (BDT) 
(considering costs and other impacts), 


- and the emission limits in the standards 


are designed to reflect the performance 
of BDT. The best demonstrated 
technologies applicable to air oxidation 

do not selectively control 
VOC (that is, the proportion of the 
organics that is regarded as 
photochemically reactive), but rather 
these technologies control all organic 
compounds. 

Moreover, the test methods applicable 
for determining compliance with : 
standards based on those technologies 
measure total organic compounds, 
minus methane and ethane. Also, the 
Agency derived the emission limits for 
distillation operations from data 
gathered using test procedures that 
measure total organic compounds, 
minus methane and ethane. 

To reflect accurately the performance 
of the technologies selected as BDT and 
to make the emission limits consistent 
with the data and test methods from 
which the limits were derived, the 
Agency has expressed the standards in 
terms of total organic compounds, minus 
methane and ethane. For the same 
reason, the test procedure in the 
proposed standards prescribes 
measurement of total organic 
compounds, excluding methane and 
ethane. In short, EPA is relying on 
control of total organic compounds, 
minus methane and ethane, asthe best 
demonstrated surrogate for controlling 
volatile organic compounds, which react 
to form ozone in the atmosphere. 


Modification /Reconstruction 
Consideration 


The proposed standard would apply 
to all affected facilities, which 
commenced construction, 
reconstruction, or modification after the 
date of proposal of the NSPS. 
Modification is defined in 40 CFR 60.14 
as “any physical change in, or change in 
the method of operation of, an existing 
facility which increases the amount of 
any air pollutant (to which a standard 
applies) emitted into the atmosphere by 
that facility, or which results in the 
emission of any air pollutant (to which a 
standard applies) into the atmosphere 
not previously emitted.” (Section 60.14 
lists a few cases which would not be 
considered modifications even if 
emissions increased.) Reconstruction, ? 3 
defined in 40 CFR 60.15, occurs when 
components of an existing facility are 
replaced to such an extent that: (1) The 
fixed capital cost of the new 
components exceeds 50 percent of the 


. 
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include an increase in the size of the 
reactor, addition of a reactor. and a 


In many cases, a combination of 
changes would be chosen based on the 
most adv: economics. One 


would probably be infeasible due to the 
costs involved. Although much effort 
will be directed toward identifying 
cheaper, more readily available 
feedstocks, chemical manufacturers 
probably would choose to build new 
facilities to use the cheaper feeds rather 


oxidation facilities which would become 
subject to the proposed standard as a 
result of the types of changes discussed 
above. 

No existing facility is expected to 
undergo sufficient rep it of 
components to be considered a 
reconstructed facility. Reactors and 
pieces of product recovery equipment 
within an affected facility would, in 
general, have different ages as well as 
different lifetimes. Moreover, such types 


of equipment are rarely replaced. 
Therefore, it is likely that a considerable 
interval of time would separate 
replacements of individual reactors or 
product recovery devices. For reasons 
stated in the preamble to the proposed 
standard for metallic minerals which 
was proposed on August 24, 1982 (47 FR 
36867), if the cumulative fixed capital 
cost of replacements commenced within 
any 2-year period exceeded 50 percent 
of the fixed capital cost that would be 
required to construct a comparable 
entirely new facility, such replacements 
could constitute reconstruction, as 
defined in that section (see § 60.616({a) of 
this proposed standard). 


Selection of Monitoring Requirements 
and Test Methods 


98 percent/20 ppmv Emission Limit. 
Numerous methods exist for the 
measurement of organic emissions. 
Among these methods are gas 
chromatography (GC), direct flame 
ionization detection (FID), and EPA 
Reference Method 25 {EPA 25}— 
Determination of Total Gaseous Non- 
Methane Organic Emissions as Carbon. 
Each method has advantages and 
disadvantages. Of the three procedures, 
GC has the distinct advantage of 
identifying and quantifying the 
individual compounds present in the 
emissions. The major disadvantages 
with this procedure are that GC systems 
are expensive and determination of the 
— ——— and analysis of 
samples can be time wore 7 

The direct FID technique is the 
simplest procedure. However, the FID 
alone responds differently to various 

organic compounds and can — highly 
biased results depending upon 
compounds involved. — 
disadvantage of the FID alone is that a 
separate methane measurement is 
required to determine nonmethane 
organics. The direct FID procedure alone 
does not identify or quantify individual 
compounds. 

Method 25 sampling and analysis 
provides a single nonmethane organic 
measurement on a carbon basis: this is 
convenient for establishing control 
device efficiencies on a consistent basis. 
However, this method does not provide 
any qualitative or quantitative 
information on individual compounds 
present. For this reason, Method 25 was 
rejected as the Reference Method for 
determining compliance with the 
proposed standard. 

The Combined GC/FiDisthe_ 
proposed required test procedure for 
determining thermal or catalytic 
oxidizer control efficiency for air 
oxidation processes. A general GC/FID 
procedure (Method 18) is being 


promulgated with the SOCMI fugitive 
NSPS. Methane and ethane are 
measured separately by Method 18. 
Details the use of this 
methodology, including sampling, 
analysis, preparation of standards, 
calibration procedures, and reporting of 
results are discussed in Method 18, 
Measurement of Gaseous Organic 
Compound Emissions by Gas 
Chromatography. 

The owner or operator of a facility. 
using any combustion device (other than 
steam generating units, such as boilers 
or process heaters, with a design 
capacity of 44MW or greater) to comply 
with the proposed emission limit would 
be required to determine compliance 
according to Reference Method 18 
during any performance test. Reference 
Method 1 or 1A would be required as 
appropriate to be used for selection of 
the sampling site. The control device 
inlet sampling site for determination of 
reduction efficiency would be required 
to be prior to the inlet of any 
combustion device and gfter all product 
recovery units. 

If any nonair-oxidation offgas steam 
were normally routed through the 
product recovery train or directly to the 
control device of the affected facility, 
the proposed standards would permit 
such a stream to be routed normally 
during any performance test to 
determine compliance with the proposed 
reduction requirement. The Agency 
considered requiring such streams to be 
rerouted or turned off, in order to assure 
that 98 percent reduction, or reduction to 
20 ppmv, would be achieved for the air 
oxidation stream itself. However, the 
Agency determined that if a 
performance test conducted on such a 
facility while routing its nonair- 
oxidation offgas normally showed 
compliance with the proposed emission . 
limit, that limit would also be achieved 
by the combustion device when only the 
air oxidation process stream is routed 
through it, provided that the combustion 
device operating parameters, such as 
temperature, remained unchanged. 
Therefore, the Agency concluded that 
requiring the nonair-oxidation stream to 
be rerouted or turned off during a 
performance test would be unnecessary. 

The air oxidation offgas stream of an 
affected facility might be normally 
routed through nonair-oxidation process 
equipment, as a result of which its 
composition or flowrate might be 
altered. In such a case, the proposed 
standards would permit the air 
oxidation stream to be routed normally 
during any performance test to 
determine compliance with the proposed 
emission limit. The Agency considered 
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requiring that such equipment be 
bypassed during a performance test, in 
order to assure that the 

emission limit would be achieved for the 
unaltered air oxidation stream itself. 
However, the Agency determined that if 
a performance test conducted on such a 
facility while routing its air oxidation 
offgas normally showed compliance 
with the proposed emission limit, that 
limit would also be achieved by the 
combustion deviced if the nonair- 
oxidation equipment were bypassed, 
provided that the combustion deyice 
operating parameters, such as 
temperature, remained unchanged. 
Therefore, the Agency concluded that 
such a requirement would be 
unnecessary. 

Steam generating units, such as 
boilers, or process heaters might be used 
for combustion of the VOC in an air 
oxidation process stream. The Agency 
believes that steam generating units 
with a design heat input capacity of 44 
MW or greater achieve a reduction 
efficiency of 98 percent or reduction to 
20 ppmv. Therefore, the Agency believes 
that an initial measurement of control 
efficiency would not be necessary. As 
explained previously in the discussion 
of combustion kinetics given in the 
section entitled Control Techniques, a 
firebox temperature of 1100°C and 1 
second residence time represent the 
conditions that might in the worst case 
be necessary to achieve 98 percent 
reduction, even if the VOC were 
chlorinated. Steam generating units with 
a design capacity of 44 MW or greater 
are operated at temperatures and 
residence times greater than 1100°C and 
1 second, respectively. Other than an 
adequately high temperature and 
residence time, the two primary 
conditions necessary for high 
combustion device control efficiency are 
stable flow rate and adequate mixing of 
gases. It is to the economic advantage of 
the owners of facilities using such large 
steam generating units to design and 
operate them with stable flowrates to 
avoid upsets. For the same reason, such 
devices would be designed and operated 
with adequate mixing of gases to 
maximize the amount of combustion, 
thereby maximizing the steam 
generation rate. For these reasons, the 
Administrator has decided that 
installing a steam generating unit, with a 
design heat input capacity of 44 MW or 
greater, to control VOC emissions from 
an air oxidation process, is an 
acceptable means of demonstrating 
compliance with the proposed 
standards. Therefore, in accordance 
with § 60.8(b), the Administrator has 


waived the requirement for a 
performance test on such devices. 

The control equipment used to comply 
with the proposed emission limit needs 
to be properly maintained and operated 
if 98 percent reduction, or reduction to 
20 ppm are to be achieved on a lasting 
basis. Monitoring requirements are 
generally used to ensure such proper 
operation and maintenance. Three 
methods of monitoring to ensure such 
proper operation and maintenance of 
control equipment used to comply with 
the proposed VOC emission limit were 
considered. These methods were 
continuous emission monitoring, a 
combination of biannual performance 
testing and biannual inspection and 
maintenance, and continuous 
measurement of important combustion 
control device parameters, such as 
combustion temperature or vent stream 
flowrate. 

Continuous combustion control device 
inlet and outlet emission monitoring 
would be the preferred method of 
monitoring, because it would be a 
continuous, direct measure of actual 
emissions. However, since this would 
require two monitors, it would be 
relatively expensive. 

Biannual performance testing wou!d 
provide a periodic, direct measure of 
actual emissions. The associated 
biannual inspection and maintenance 


" program would catch drops in 


combustion device performance due to 
existing or impending equipment 
failures. However, repeated, biannual 
performance testing with biannual 
equipment inspection and maintenance 
would be expensive with an estimated 
cost of $25,000 per test. Therefore, the 
Administrator has decided not to require 
biannual performance testing with an 
associated biannual inspection and 
maintenance program. 

Provided that combustion parameters 
which accurately reflect the level of 
combustion device efficiency can be 
identified and continuously monitored, 
monitoring of such parameters alone 
would have several advantages, such as 
low cost and high reliability. However, a 
disadvantage of combustion parameter 
monitoring alone is that the correlation 
of the parameters with the numerical 
emission limit is not exact. However, 
exact correlation is not necessary if the 
parameter monitored would 
demonstrate proper operation and 
maintenance of the control device. 

The combustion device operating 
parameters that affect incinerator 
performance were analyzed. These 
variables are temperature, mixing, type 
of compound, residence time, inlet 
concentration, and flow regime. Of these 


variables, the last two were judged to 
have only a small impact on incinerator 


' performance. Residence time is 


essentially set after oxidizer 
construction unless the vent stream 
flowrate is changed. At temperatures 
above 760°C, the compound type has 
little effect on combustion efficiency. 
The two remaining variables were then 
analyzed in more detail to define their 
impact on performance and the ability 
to monitor them. 

Temperature was analyzed first. Test 
results and theoretical calculations 
show that lower temperatures can cause 
significant decreases in control device 
efficiency. Test results also indicate that 
temperature increases can also 
adversely affect control device 
efficiency, apparently by decreasing the 
thoroughness of mixing of offgas, burner 
gases and combustion air. In terms of 
cost, temperature monitors are 
inexpensive, costing less than $5,000 
installed with strip charts, and are 
easily and cheaply operated. Given the 
large effect of temperature on efficiency 
and the low cost of temperature 
monitors, this variable is clearly an 
effective parameter to monitor. 

Mixing of process offgas, combustion 
‘air, and hot exhaust products from the 
burner was the next combustion control 
device parameter to be analyzed. The 
most likely item to affect mixing, given a 
constant temperature and an already 
constructed incinerator, would be flow. 
No direct field data is available on the 
effect of flow on mixing efficiency. 
However, it is recognized that the flow 
rate of vent streams will vary with 
process conditions, from zero, when the 
process is down, to some maximum 
value. The Agency considered requiring 
process records be kept which would 
relate vent stream flow rates to 
acceptable combustion device 
parameters. However, the Agency was 
unable to identify a meaningful 
relationship between flow rate and VOC 
destruction efficiency. Furthermore, 
based on engineering judgment, flow 
rate would not be expected to have 
much affect on the large combustion 
devices likely to be encountered in air- 
oxidation processes. - 

Because of the resource burden 
associated with the other two 
alternatives (comtinuous VOC 
monitoring and biannual performance 
testing), and since temperature was 
identified as a combustion parameter 
which can be cheaply and reliably 
monitored, this third alternative was 
chosen. Temperature would be required 
to be measured during the original (or 
most recent) performance test. 
Temperature would then be monitored 





to determine if it deviated from the 


Monitoring of temperature would not 
be required for steam generating units 
with a design heat capacity of 44 MW or 
greater. These devices always operate 
at high temperatures (<1100°C) and 
stable flowrates to avoid upsets and to 


required, 

indicate the periods of operation of the 
steam generating unit. The nature of the 
records to be kept to comply with this 
requirement are left to the discretion of 
the owner or operator of the facility, but 
they must be readily available for 


inspection. 

TRE Cutoff. Calculation of the total 
resource-effectiveness (TRE) index 
value for an affected facility is 

{ upon measurement of the 


measuring 
composition. The sampling site would be 
required to be prior to any post-reactor 
dilution of the stream with air, prior to 
any post-reactor introduction of 
chiorinated compounds into the stream. 
and also prior to the inlet of any 


requirements just 
sampling site would also be required to 


be dowstream of all product recovery 
equipment. The volumetric flowrate 
would be required to be determined 
according to Reference Method 2, 2A, 
2C, or 2D as appropriate. The molar 
composition of the offgas stream, 
including the total molar concentration 
of chlorinated compounds, would be 
required to be calculated according to 
Method 18, Measurement of Gaseous 
Organic Compound Emission by Gas 
Chromatography. Reference Method 10 
would be required to be used for 
measurement of carbon monoxide 
concentration. This measured carbon 
monoxide concentration would be 
required to be converted from a dry 
basis to a wet basis by use of an 
equation specified in the proposed 
regulation. The water vapor 
concentration of the vent stream would 
be required to be calculated according 
to Reference Method 4 for inclusion in 
the carbon monoxide concentration 
correction equation. 

The net heating value of the process 
vent stream (25°C, 760 mm Hg) would be 
required to be calculated according to 
an equation specified in the regulation. 
This equation would make use of the 
molar composition of the offgas stream, 
as measured by Method 4, Method 10, 
and Method 18. The net heat of 
combustion of each offgas component 
would be required to be determined 
using ASTM D2382-76 if published 
values are not available or cannot be 
calculated. This method of determining 
net heating value was chosen because it 
would not require a separate test 
procedure from that required for 
determination of VOC reduction 
efficiency and offgas chlorination. 
Moreover, the Agency believes that the 
proposed method for determining net 
heating value would be more accurate 
than any available direct experimental 
measure, such as bomb calorimetry. 

The total organic (minus methane and 
ethane) mass emission rate of the 
process vent stream would also be 
required to be calculated according to 
an equation specified in the regulation. 
This equation would make use of the 
molar composition of the offgas stream, 
as measured by Method 18, and of the 
volumetric flowrate, as measured by 
Method 2. The reasons for the choice of 
Method 18 for determination of organic 
compounds emission rate are discussed 
above in the section entitled 98 Percent 
20 ppmv Emission Limit. 

A nonair-oxidation offgas stream 
might be normally routed through the 
product recovery train of the affected 
facility, Such a stream would be 
required by the proposed standards to 
be rerouted or turned off during any 
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performance test conducted to 
determine compliance with the TRE 
cutoff requirement, until the 
measurements for determining offgas 
flowrate and molar composition had 
been made. This requirement is included 
in the proposed standards to assure that 
the TRE index value of the air oxidation 
stream only is calculated. The equation 
for calculating the TRE index value has 
been developed based on air oxidation 
streams and the 2.2 TRE index value 
cutoff included in the standards was 
selected based on air oxidation streams. 
Using flowrates and molar compositions 
of nonair-oxidation streams would 
distort the calculated TRE index value. 

The air oxidation offgas stream of an 
affected facility might be normally 
routed through nonair-oxidation process 
equipment. In such a case, the proposed 
standards would require that such 
monair-oxidation process equipment be 
bypased by the air oxidation vent 
stream during any performance test 
conducted to determine compliance with 
the TRE cutoff requirement, until the 
measurements for determining offgas 
flowrate and molar composition had 
been made. This requirement has been 
included in the proposed standards to 
assure that the TRE index value is 
calculated for an air oxidation stream 
that has not been altered by routing it 
through nonair-oxidation process 
equipment. As discussed previously, the 
TRE equation for calculating the TRE 
index value has been developed based 
on air oxidation streams and the 2.2 TRE 
index value cutoff included in the 
proposed standards was selected based 
on air oxidation streams. Using 
flowrates and molar compositions that 
have been altered by nonair-oxidation 
process equipment would distort the 
calculated TRE index value. 

After an initial performance test is 
conducted to determine compliance with 
the proposed TRE cutoff value, process 
modifications or improper operation or 
maintenance of product recovery 
equipment could lead to higher 
emissions and a true TRE value not in 
compliance with the cutoff. Therefore, 
three methods of monitoring for facilities 
using product recovery to meet the 
proposed standards were considered. 
These methods were continuous vent 
stream molar composition and flowrate 
monitoring, a combination of biannual 
performance testing of the TRE index 
value of the facility with continuous 
monitoring of selected operating 
parameters of the final piece of product 
recovery equipment in the affected 
facility train , and continuous 
mene of operating parameters 
only. 
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Continuous monitoring of the vent 
stream flowrate and molar composition 
would be the preferred method if 
feasible, because it would be a 
continuous, direct measure of proper 
operation of the product recovery 
device. However, because of the many 
different VOC compounds in air 
oxidation vent streams, no continouous 
offgas molar composition monitor has 
been demonstrated. Current offgas 
molar composition monitoring systems 
are not simple and automated, but 
extremely complex and labor-intensive. 
Therefore, the EPA has determined that 
continuous monitoring of offgas molar 
composition and flowrate for 
determination of proper operation and 
maintenance is infeasible. 

Biannual performance testing would 
provide a periodic, direct measure of - 
compliance with the TRE cutoff 
provision of the prosposed standard. 
However, biannual testing, particularly 
the offgas molar composition monitoring 
measurement, would be expensive, with 
an estimated cost of $25,000 per test. 
Therefore, the Administrator has 
determined that the cost of biannual 
performance testing is not reasonable, 
considering other reliable options which 
are less expensive. 

Provided that product recovery 
equipment opérating parameters which 
accurately reflect the level of product 
recovery device efficiency and, 
therefore, the offgas molar composition 
could be identified and continuously 
monitored, monitoring of such 
parameters alone would be preferable. 

Therefore, the operating parameters of 
the three types of product recovery 
equipment commonly used in air 
oxidation processes were analyzed for 
correlation with product recovery device 
efficiency. The three commonly used 
types of product recovery equipment are 
absorbers, condensers, and carbon 
adsorbers. 

For an absorber, two operating 
parameters were identified as the 
primary determinants of product 
recovery efficiency: absorbing liquid 
temperature and specific gravity (or 
some other parameter used by a facility 
to measure absorbing liquid saturation). 
In the absence of the 
facilities employing an absorber for 
product recovery would, in general, 
continuously monitor some parameter 
related to the degree of saturation of 
absorbing liquid with recovered 
material. Specific gravity is one such 
parameter which is frequently 
monitored. Absorbing liquid 
temperature monitors and specific 
gravity measurement devices are 
available at a reasonable cost. The 
estimated one-time combined capital 


investment for such equipment is $8,000. 
These absorption parameters would be 
required to be measured during each 
performance test. (If approved by the 
enforcing Agency, an alternative 
parameter which would indicate the 
degree of absorbing liquid saturation 
could be measured during each 
performance test.) These absorption 
parameters would then be monitored:tc 
determine if any value had changed 
since the performance test. This 
monitoring would indicate whether the 
absorber were being properly operated 
and maintained. Therefore, an operator 
of an affected facility for which an 
absorber was the final unit in the 
product recovery train would be 
required to install, calibrate, maintain, 
and operate according to manufacturer's 
specification an absorbing liquid 
temperature monitor and specific gravity 
measurement device (or an alternate 
device which would measure the degree 
of absorbing liquid saturation, if 
approved by the enforcing agency), each 
equipped with a continuous recorder. 

For a condenser, the exit (product 
side) temperature was identified as the 
primary determinant of product 
recovery efficiency. Condenser 
temperature monitors are available at a 
reasonable cost. The estimated one-time 
capital investment for such equipment is 
$3,000. The condenser exit (product side) 
temperature would be required to be 
measured during each performance test. 
The temperature would then be 
monitored to determine if the value had 
changed since the most recent 
performance test. This monitoring would 
indicate whether the condenser were 
being properly operated and maintained. 
Therefore, an operator of an affected 
facility for which a condenser were the 
final unit in the product recovery train 
would be required to install, calibrate, 
maintain, and operate according to 
manufacturer's specifications a 
condenser temperature monitor 
equipped with a continuous recorder. 

For a carbon adsorber the carbon bed, 
temperature (after regeneration and 

er nr of any cooling cycles), as 

as the amount of steam used to 

regenerate the adsorption bed, were 
identified as indicators of product 
recovery efficiency. Steam flow meters 
which indicate the quantity of steam 
used over a period of time, and bed 
temperature monitors are available at a 
reasonable cost. The estimated one-time 
capital investment for such equipment is 
$10,000. These adsorption parameters 
would be required to be measured 
during each performance test. These 
adsorption parameters would then be 
monitored to determine if either value 
had changed since the most recent 
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performance test. This monitoring would 
indicate whether the carbon adsorption 
unit were being properly operated and 
maintained. Therefore, an operator of an 
affected facility for which a carbon 
adsorber is the final unit of the product 
recovery train would be required to 
install, calibrate, maintain, and operate 
according to manufacturer's 
specifications an integrating steam flow 
meter, and a carbon bed temperature 
measurement device, each equipped 
with a continuous recorder. Some new 
carbon adsorbers may include vent 
stream VOC concentration monitors in 
order to guide operators in maximizing 
recovery of raw material or products. No 
widely accepted performance 
specifications have been developed for 
such organics concentration monitors 
and therefore these devices are not 
being required at the present time. 
However, such devices may be 
approved by the. Administrator on a 
case-by-case basis. If an organics 
concentration measuring device is used, 
but a recording device is not installed so 
that a permanent time record of the 
measurement is produced, then the vent 
stream must be sampled at the end of 
the adsorption cycle (at least once 
during every four hours of operation) 
and the concentration recorded. 

Certain facilities, as discussed. 
previously, would be required to reroute 
or turn off nonair-oxidation streams 
before measuring the appropriate 
parameters for calculating the TRE 
index value. However, the value of the 
parameter({s) to be monitored could vary 
significantly depending on whether the 
nonair-oxidation streams are routed 
through the product recovery device. 
Therefore, the facility would be required 
to return to normal routing of these 
nonair-oxidation streams after the 
parameter(s) for calculating the TRE 
index value have been measured but 
before making the performance test 
measurement of the parameter({s) to be 
monitored continuously. The value(s) of 
the parameter(s) to be monitored 
continuously would be indicative of 
proper operation and maintenance 
during normal operation of the — 
recovery device. It is therefore the most 
appropriate reference value against 
which to compare results of post- 
performance test continuous parameter 
monitoring. 

The same procedure would be 
followed for facilities that are required 
to bypass nonair/ oxidation process 
equipment during the performance test. 
Before making the initial measurement 
of the parameter(s) to be monitored, the 
facility would be required to return to 
normal routing of the air oxidation 
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techniques 

aouipaiine gsieeand ceed 
Selection of Reporting and 
Recordkeeping 


The General Provisions of Part 60 
require submittal of several one-time 
notifications for occurrences such as 


results. Owners and operators of steam 
generating units with a design heat 
capacity of 44 MW or greater would not 
report performance test results, since 
the proposed standard would waive the 
requirement of such a test. Instead, 
operators would be required to file an 
initial report stating the design heat 


ting proper operation 
and maintenance would be based on the 
monitoring of control device or product 
recovery device parameters discussed in 


automatically recorded, and, therefore, 
essentially the only labor necessary for 
keeping these records would consist of 
filing automatically recorded 
parameters. The second type of record 
would be a tabulation of periods when 


during the most recent performance test. 
Although this ires more effort, it is a 


ensure that the control equipment is 
being properly operated and maintained. 
This information would be necessary for 
the owner or operator to know when to 
make necessary corrections to the 


control equipment. For this second type 
of record, it would be necessary for the 
owner or operator to record control 
device or recovery équipmeént operating 
parameters, as appropriate, during all 
performance tests and keep these 
records for purposes of comparison. The 
owner or operator would not be required 
to record all deviations from these 
measurements, but only the deviations 
listed below for the different types of 
control devices. 

Where a combustion system is used to 
comply with the proposed numerical 
emission limit, the proposed standards 
would require recording of the following 
information regarding periods of 
operation during which the parameter 
boundaries established during the most 
recent performance test are exceeded: 
(1) For a thermal oxidizer or steam 
generation unit with a design heat input 
capacity of less than 44 MW, all 3-hour 
periods during which the average 
firebox temperature was more than 28°C 
(50°F) below the average firebox 
temperature measured during the most 
recent performance test; (2) for a 
catalytic oxidizer, all 3-hour periods of 
operation during which the average 
temperature before the catalyst bed was 
more than 28°C (50°F— below the 
average temperature of the device 
during the most recent performance test, 
and all 3-hour periods of operation 
during which the average temperature 
difference across the catalyst bed was 
less than 80 percent of the average 
temperature difference measured during 
the most recent performance test; and 
(3) for steam generating units with a 
design heat input capacity greater than 
44 NW, all periods of operation of the 
stream generating unit. All records 
would be required to be kept up to date, 
and in readily accessible files for 2 
years. The parameter boundaries 
discussed above would allow for normal 
fluctuations in operation of the 
equipment monitored. The reduction 
efficiency of the control device would 
not be affected by such normal 
fluctuations. 

Where a product recovery system is 
used to comply with the proposed TRE 
index value, the proposed standards 
would require recording of two types of 
information. The first requirement would 
be to maintain records of any change in 
production capacity, feedstock type or 
catalyst type, or of the replacement, 
removal, of addition of product recovery 
equipment. When any such change 
occurs, the TRE index value would be 
recalculated based on the best 
engineering estimates of the effects of 
the change or on emission test data. A 
record shall be maintained of the 
recalculated TRE index value. If the 


recalculated TRE index value for the 
facility is less than 2.2, the owner or 
operator shall demonstrate compliance 
with the 98 percent or 20 ppmv emission 
limits. Notice of any performance test 
shall be given to EPA as required by the 
General Provisions. 

The second provision would require 
recording of the following informatién 
regarding periods of operation during 
which the operating parameter 
boundaries established during the most 
recent performance test for the final 
product recovery unit are exceeded: (1) 
Where an absorber was the final unit in 
the product recovery system, all 3-hour 
periods of operation during which the 
average absorbing liquid termperature 
was more than 11°C (20°F) above that 
measured in the most recent 
performance test, and all 3-hour periods 
of operation in which the absorbing 
liquid specific gravity was more than 0.1 
unit above or below that measured in 
the most recent performance test (if the 
enforcing agency approves an 
alternative parameter to specific gravity 
for monitoring by a facility, that agency 
shall define appropriate parameter 
boundaries and periods of operation “ 
during which they are exceeded); (2) 
where a condenser was the final unit in 
the product recovery system, all 3-hour 
periods of operation during which the 
average temperature of the recovered 
liquid was more than 3°C (5°F) above 
the average operating temperature 
during the most recent performance test; 
(3) where a carbon absorber was the 
final unit in a product recovery system 
all carbon bed regeneration cycles 
during which the total mass of steam 
used was less than the total mass of 
steam used in most recent performance 
test, and all carbon bed regeneration 
cycles during which the temperature of 
the carbon bed (after regeneration and 
all cooling cycles) was more than 10 
percent greater than that measured in 
the most recent performance test. If the 
Administrator approves the use of an 
organics monitor, all 3-hour periods of 
operation during which the average 
concentration of VOC in the carbon 
adsorber exhaust gases indicated by the 
continuous monitoring system is more 
than 50 parts per million by volume and 
more than 20 percent greater than the 
exhaust gas concentration measured by 
the monitoring system during the most 
recent performance test shall be 
recorded. (Such s discrepancy would 
indicate improper operation of the 
carbon adsorption system.) All records 
would be required to be kept up to date, 
and in readily accessible files for 2 
years. The parameter boundaries 
discussed above would allow for normal 
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fluctuations in operation of the 
equipment monitored. The TRE value for 
the facility would not be affected by 
such normal fluctuations. 

In addition to the one-time 
notifications and performance test 
reports discussed above, semi-annual 
reporting of recorded data would be 
required for instances where monitored 
parameters exceed the allowable 
limitations set forth in the standards. 
These data include the operating 
parameters cited above for combustion 
devices and for product recovery 
systems. Other instances that would be 
reported semi-annually are periods 
when steam generating units used for 
thermal oxidation are not operating and 
when changes in a product recovery 
system cause the TRE index value to be 
recalculated. The requirement for semi- 
annual reporting is waived for affected 
facilities in States where the program 
has been delegated if EPA, in the course 
of delegation, approves reporting 
requirements or an alternative means of 
source surveillance adopted by the 
State. Such affected facilities would be 
required to comply with the 
requirements adopted by the State. 


Impacts of Reporting and Recordkeeping 
Requirements 

The information provisions associated 
with this proposed rule (40 CFR 60.7 and 
40 CFR 60.615) have been submitted for 
approval to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 U.S.C. 3501 et seg. 
Comments on these requirements should 
be submitted to the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs of 
OMB—marked Attention Desk Officer 
for EPA. The final rule package will 
respond to any OMB or public 
comments on the information collection 
provisions. During the first 2 years of 
this regulation the average annual 
burden of the reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements would be 
3.5 person-years, based on an average of 
10 respondents per year. 


Public Hearing 

A public hearing will be held to 
discuss the proposed standards in 
accordance with Section 307(d)(5) of the 
Clean Air Act. Persons wishing to make 
oral presentations should contact EPA 
at the address given in the ADDRESSES 
section of the preamble. Oral 
presentations will be limited to 15 
minutes each. Any member of the public 
may file a written statement before, 
during, or within 30 days after the 
hearing. Written statements should be 
addressed to the Central Docket Section 


address given in the ADDRESSES section 
of the preamble. 

A verbatim transcript of the hearing 
and written statements will be available 
for public inspection and copying during 
normal working hours at EPA's Central 
Docket Section in Washington, D.C. (see 
ADDRESSES section of this preamble). 


Docket 


The docket is an organized and 
complete file of all the information 
submitted to or otherwise considered in 
the development of this proposed 
rulemaking. The principal purposes of 
the docket are: (1) To allow interested 
parties to readily identify and locate 
documents so that they can effectively 
participate in the rulemaking process; 
and (2) to serve as the record in case of 
judicial review [except as noted in 
Section 307(d)(7){A)]. 

Miscellaneous 

As prescribed by Section 111, 
establishment of standards of 
performance for SOCMI air oxidation 
processes was preceded by the 
Administrator's determination (40 CFR 
60.16, 44 FR 49222, dated August 21, 
1979) that SOCMI sources contribute 
significantly to air pollution which may 
reasonably be anticipated to endanger 
public health or welfare. In accordance 
with Section 117 of the Act, publication 
of this proposal was preceded by 
consultation with appropriate advisory 
committees, independent experts, and 
Federal departments and agencies. The 
Administrator will welcome comments 
on all aspects of the proposed 
regulation, including economic and 
technological issues, and on the 
proposed test methods. 

This regulation will be reviewed 
within 4 years from the date of 
promulgation as required by the Clean 
Air Act. This review will include an 
assessment of such factors as the need 
for integration with other programs, the 
existence of alternative methods, 
enforceablity, improvements in emission 
control technology, and reporting 
requirements. 

Section 317 of the Clean Air Act 
requires the Administrator to prepare an 
economic impact assessment for any - 
new source standard of performance 
promulgated under Section 111(b) of the 
Act. An economic impact assessment 
was prepared for the proposed 
regulations and for other regulatory 
alternatives. All aspects of the 
assessment were considered in the 
formulation of the proposed standards 
to insure that the proposed standards 
would represent the best system of 
emission reduction considering costs. 


The economic impact assessment is 
included in the background information 
document. 

Under Executive Order 12291, EPA 
must judge whether a regulation is 
“major” and therefore subject to the 
requirement of a Regulatory Impact 
Analysis. This regulation is not major 
because: (1) The national annualized 
compliance costs, including capital 
charges resulting from the standards 
total less than $100 million; (2) the 
standards do not cause a major increase 
in prices or production costs; and (3) the 
standards do not cause significant 
adverse effects on domestic competition, 
employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation or competition in foreign 
markets. As explained in the section 
entitled “Selection of Basis for the 
Proposed Standard,” cost per megagram 
of emission reduction was the primary 
factor considered in selecting the 
alternative upon which the proposed 
standard is based. 

This regulations was submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for review as requird by 
Executive Order 12291. Any comments 
from OMB to EPA and any EPA 
response to those comments are 
included in Docket Number A-81-22. 
The docket is available for public 
inspection at EPA’s Central Docket 
Section, West Tower Lobby, Gallery 1, 
Waterside Mall, 401 M Street, S.W.., 
Washington, D.C. 20460. 

Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 
Certification. The Regulatory Flexibility 
Act of 1980 requires that adverse effects 
of all Federal regulations upon small 
businesses be identified. According to 
current Small Business Administration 
guidelines, a small business in the air 
oxidation industry is one that has 1000 
employees or less. Currently only 4 
percent of existing air oxidation 
companies (three companies) employ 
less than 1000 people. Since Section 111 
standards apply only to newly 
constructed, modified, and 
reconstructed facilities, and no modified 
or reconstructed facilities are expected, 
nor are any of these small air oxidation 
companies likely to expand by adding 
new units, none of these small 
companies are expected to be subjected 
to the proposed standards. The 
economies of scale that exist in this 
industry hinder the entrance of small 
businesses. Furthermore, if a company 
has the capital available to enter the 
industry, the NSPS will require only a 
small percentage increase in the capital 
required for the project. No new, 
modified, or reconstructed small air 
oxidation facilities will be adversely 
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increase of their product under 5 percent 
accurately reflects the impacts for small 
air oxidation companies. 

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
605(b). I hereby certify that this rule will 
not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial ntmber of small 
entities. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 68 


Air pollution control, Aluminum, 
Ammonium sulfate plants, Asphalt, 


Dated: October 11, 1983. 


William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator. 


PART 60—{ AMENDED] 


It is proposed that 40 CFR Part 60 be 
amended as follows: 
1. A new Subpart Ill is added as 


Authority: Secs. 111 and 301{a) of the Clean 
Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 7411, 7601{a), 
and additional authority as noted below. 


(a) The provisions of this subpart 
apply to affected air oxidation facilities. 
An affected facility is any individual 
reactor-product recovery train 
consisting of an individual product 
recovery system receiving offgas from at 
least one air oxidation reactor, along 
with all air oxidation reactors feeding 
offgas into this system. Each air 
oxidation reactor not feeding offgas into 
a product recovery system would 
constitute a separate affected facility. 

(b) Any facility under paragraph (a) of 
this section that commences 
construction, modification, or 
reconstruction after October 21, 1983, 
would be subject to the requirements of 
this subpart. 

Note.—The intent of these standards is to 
minimize the emissions of VOC through the 
application of best demonstrated technology 
(BDT). The numerical emission limits in these 
standards are expressed in terms of total 
organic compounds, measured as total 
organic compounds less methane and ethane. 
— limit reflects the performance 


§60.611 Definitions. 

As used in this subpart, all terms not 
defined here shall have the meaning 
given them in the Act and in Subpart A 
of Part 60, and the following terms shall 
have the specific meanings given them. 

Air Oxidation Process means a unit 
process, including ammoxidation and 
oxychlorination unit process, that uses 
air, or a combination of air and oxygen, 
as an oxygen source in combination 
with one or more organic reactants to 
produce one or more organic 


Air Oxidation Reactor-Product 
Recovery Train means an individual 
product recovery system receiving 
offgas from at least one air oxidation 
reactor, along with all air oxidation 
reactors feeding offgas into this system. 

Air Oxidation Reactor means any 
device or process vessel in which one or 
more organic reactants are combined 
with air, or a combination of air and 
oxygen, to produce one or more organic 
compounds. Ammoxidation and 
oxychlorination reactions are included 
in this definition. 

By Compound means by individual 
stream components, not carbon 
equivalents. 

Chlorinated Process Vent Stream 
means any process vent stream 
determined to have a total concentration 


(by volume) of compounds containing 
chlorine of 20 ppmv (by compound) or 
greater. 

Process Vent Stream means any gas 
stream, containing nitrogen which was 
introduced as air to the air oxidation 
reactor, released to the atmosphere 
directly from any air oxidation reactor- 
product recovery train or indirectly, 
after diversion through other process 
equipment. 

Product Recovery System means an 
individual unit or series of material 
recovery units, such as absorbers, 
condensers, and carbon adsorbers, 
which recovers total organic compounds 
(less methane and ethane) from a 
process vent stream for commercial or 
industrial use or reuse. 

Steam Generating Unit means any 
furnace, boiler, process heater, or other 
device used for combusting fuel for the 
purpose of producing steam or process 
heat (including fossil-fuel-fired steam 
generators associated with combined 
cycle gas turbines; waste-heat boilers 
are not included). 

Total Organic Compounds means 
those compounds measured according to 
the procedures in § 60.614. 

Total Resource-Effectiveness (TRE) 
Index Value means a measure of the 
supplemental total resource requirement 
per unit reduction of total organic 
compounds (excluding methane and 
ethane) associated with an individual 
air oxidation process vent stream, based 
on offgas flowrate, emission rate and 
total organic compounds (excluding 
ethane and methane), net heeting value, 
and corrosion properties (whether or not 
the vent stream is halogenated), as 
quantified by the equation given under 
§ 60.614(b){5). 

§ 60.612 Standards. 

On or after the date on which the 
performance test is required by § 60.8, 
each owner or operator subject to the 
provisions of this subpart shall comply 
with one or the other of the following for 
each process vent stream: 

(a) Reduce emissions of total organic 
compounds (less methan and ethane) by 
98 weight percent, or to a total organic 
compound (less methane and ethane) 
concentration of 20 ppmv (by 
compound) on a dry basis corrected to 3 
percent oxygen, whichever is less 
stringent. If a boiler or process heater is 
used to comply with this paragraph, 
then the vent stream shall be introduced 
into the flame zone of the boiler or 
process heater. 

(b) Maintain a total resource- 
effectiveness (TRE) index value greater 
than 2.2 without use of combustion 
devices. 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 205 / Friday, October 21, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


$60.613 Monitoring of emissions and 
operations. 


(a) The owner or operator of an 
affected facility that uses a combustion 
device [except for a steam generating 
unit with a design heat input capacity of 
44 MW (150 Btu/hr) or greater] to seek 
to comply with the total organic 
compound emission limit specified 
under § 60.612(a) shall install, calibrate, 
maintain, and operate according to 
manufacturer's specifications a 
temperature measurement device 
equipped with a continuous recorder 
and having an accuracy of 1 percent of 
the temperature being measured 
expressed in degrees Celsius or +2. 5°C, 
whichever is greater. 

(1) Where a combustion device other 
than a catalytic oxidizer is used, a 
temperature measurement device shall 
be installed in the firebox. 

(2) Where a catalytic oxidizer is used, 
temperature measurement devices shall 
be installed in the gas stream 
immediately before and after the 
catalyst bed. 

(b) The owner or operator of an 
affected facility that seeks to 
demonstrate compliance with the TRE 
index value limit specified under 
§ 60.612(b) shall install, calibrate, 
maintain, and operate according to 
manufacturer's specifications the 
following equipment, unless alternative 
monitoring procedures or requirements 
are approved for that facility by the 
Administrator: 

(1) Where an absorber is the final unit 
in a system, a scrubbing liquid 
temperature monitor having an accuracy 
of 1 percent of the termperature being 
measured expressed in degrees Celsius 
or +2.5°C, whichever is greater, and a 
specific gravity measurement device 
having an accuracy of +0.02 specific 
gravity unit, each equipped with a 
continuous recorder. 

(2) Where a condenser is the final unit 
in a system, a condenser exit (product 
side) temperature monitor equipped 
with a continuous recorder and having 
an accuracy of 1 percent of the 
temperature being measured expressd in 
degrees Celsius or +2.5°C, whichever is 
greater. 

(3) Where a carbon adsorber is the 
final unit in a system, an integrating 
steam flow meter having an accuracy of 
+10 percent, and a carbon bed 
temperature monitor having an accuracy 
of 1 percent of the temperature being 
measured expressed in degrees Celsius 
or +2.5°C, whichever is greater, both 
equipped with a continuous recorder. 

(c) An owner or operator of an 


affected facility seeking to demonstrate 
compliance with the standards specified 
under § 60.612 other than an incinerator, 
boiler, process heater, absorber, 
condensor or carbon adsorber shall 
provide to the Administratér 
information describing the operation of 
the control device and the process 
parameter(s) which wow. indicate 
proper operation and maintenance of 
the device. The Administrator may 
request further information and will 
specify appropriate monitoring 
procedures or requirements. 

(Sec. 114 of the Clean Air Act as amended (42 
U.S.C. 1857c-9)) 


§$60.614 Test methods and procedures. 

(a) The following test methods and 

procedures, except as provided under 
5 60.8(b), shall be used to determine 
compliance with the emission limit 
specified under § 60.612(a). 

(1) Reference Method 1 or 1A, as 
appropriate, for selection of the 
sampling site. The control device inlet 

—~sampling site for determination of offgas 
molar composition or total organic 
compound reduction efficiency shall be 
prior to the inlet of any combustion 
device and after all product recovery 
units. 

(2) Reference Method 2, 2A, 2C, or 2D 
as appropriate, for determination of the 
volumetric flowrate. 

(3) Reference Method 3 for air dilution 
correction, based on 3 percent oxygen in 
the emission sample. 

(4) Reference Method 18 and ASTM 
D2504-67 (reapproved 1977) to 
determine hourly emission rate of total 
organic compounds (minus methane and 
ethane) in the combustion device outlet 
and total organic compound reduction 
efficiency of the combustion device. 

(5) Where a steam generating unit 
with a design heat unput capacity of 44 
MW (150 million Btu/hour) or greater is 
used to seek to comply with § 60.612(a), 
the requirement for an initial 
performance test is waived, in 
accordance with § 60.8(b). However, the 
Administrator reserves the option to 
require testing at such other times as 
may be required, as provided for in 
section 114 of the Act. 

(b) The following test methods and 
precedures, except as provided under 
§ 60.8(b), shall be used for determining 
the process vent stream TRE index 
value to determine compliance under 
§ 60.612(b). 

(1) Reference Method 1 or 1A, as 
appropriate, for selection of the 

‘ sampling site. The sampling site for the 


vent stream flowrate and molar 

composition determination prescribed in 

§ 60.614(b)(2) and (3) shall be prior to 

the inlet of any combustion device, prior 

to any post-reactor dilution of the 
stream with air, and prior to any post- 
reactor introduction of chlorinated 
compounds into the process vent stream. 

Subject to the preceding restrictions on 

the sampling site, it shall be after the 

final products recovery unit. If any gas 
stream other than the air oxidation 
process vent stream is normally 
conducted through the product recovery 
system of the affected facility, such 
stream shall be rerouted or turned off 
while the vent stream is sampled, but 
shall be routed normally prior to the 
measuring of the initial value of the 
parameter(s) to be monitored as 
specified in § 60.613(b). If the air 
oxidation process vent stream is 
normally routed through any equipment 
which is not a part of the affected 
facility as defined under § 60.610 and 

§ 60.611, such equipment shall be 

bypassed by the process vent stream 

while the vent stream is sanzpled, but 
shall not be bypassed during the 
measurement of the initial value of the 
parameter(s) to be monitored as 
specified in § 60.613(b). : 

(2) The molar composition of the 
process vent stream shall be determined 
as follows: 

(i) Reference Method 18 and ASTM 
D2504-67 (reapproved 1977) to measure 
VOC concentration, concentration of 
each compound containing chlorine, and 
concentration of all other compounds 
present except water vapor and carbon 
monoxide. 

(ii) Reference Method 4 to measure 
the content of water vapor. 

(iii) Reference Method 10 to measure 
carbon monoxide concentration. The 
process vent stream carbon monoxide 
concentration shall be calculated on a 
wet basis using the following equation: 

Cwco=Cool1—Bu) 

where: 

C.co= Concentration of carbon monoxide, 
wet basis, ppm. 

C.,=Cencentration of carbon monoxide as 
determined using the recommended test 
method, ppm, dry. 

B,,= Water vapor in the gas sample, 
proportion by volume. 


(3) The volumetric flowrate shall be 
detemined using Reference Methods 2, 
2A, 2C, or 2D, as appropriate. 

(4) The net heating value of the 
process vent stream shall be calculated 
using the following equation: 
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Where: 

H,=Net heating value of the sample, Mj/ . 
scm, where the net enthalpy per mole of 
offgas is based of combustion at 25°C 


1 
K=Constant. 1.740 10°” ( 


C,=Concentration of sample component i. 


(5) The emission rate of total organic 
(minus ethane and methane) 
in the process vent stream shall be 


Ta. > 
Exoc 


where: 


TRE=Total resource-effectiveness index 
value. 

Q,=Vent stream flowrate (scm/min). at a 
standard temperature of 20°C. 

H,=Vent stream net heating value (MJ/scm). 
as calculated in § 60.614{b)(4). where the 
net enthalpy of combustion per mole of 
offgas is based on combustion at 25°C 
and 760 mm Hg. but the standard 
temperature for determining the volume 
corresponding to one mole is 20°C. as in 
the definition of Q,. 

Eroc= Hourly emissions of total organic 
compounds (minus methane and ethane) 
reported in kg/hr measured at full 
operating flowrate. 

a,b.c,d,e, and f are coefficients. 


The set of coefficients which apply to a 


ppm 


and 760 mm Hg, but the standard 

temperature for determining the volume 
ing to one mole is 20°C, as in 

the definition of O, (offgas flowrate). 


Caaeus 


where standard temperature for (=~) is 20°C. 
scm 


where: emission rate of total organic 

compounds (minus methane and ethane) in 

the sample, kg/hr. 

K=Constant, 2.494 10-* (1/ppm}(g-mole/ 
scm) (kg/g} {min/hr), where standard 
temperature for {g-mole/scm) is 20°C. 

M,=Molecular weight of sample component i. 
g/g-mole. 

Q,=Vent stream flowrate (scm/min), at a 
standard temperature of 20°C. 


(6) The total process vent stream 
concentration (by volume) of 
compounds containing halogens (ppmv, 
by compound) shall be summed from the 
individual concentrations of compounds 
containing halogens which were 
measured by Reference Method 18. 

(7) The TRE index value of the 
process vent stream shall be calculated 
using the following equation: 


fe + b(Q,) °* + c (Qs) + d (Q,) (Hz) + e (Q,) °™ (Hy) ** + f (Hy) oY 


process vent stream shall be obtained 
from Table 1. 

(c) Each owner or operator of an 
affected facility shall recalculate the 
TRE index value for that affected 
facility whenever changes are made in 
production capacity, feedstock type, or 
catalyst type, or whenever there is 
replacement, removal, or addition of 
product recovery equipment. The TRE 
index value shall be recalculated based 
on test data, or on best engineering 
estimates of the effects of the change to 
the product recovery system. In any 
instance where the recalculated TRE 
index value is less than 2.2, the owner or 
operator shall conduct a performance 
tests as required by § 60.614(a) in order 
to determine compliance with 
§ 60.612(a). 
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TABLE 2. COEFFICIENTS OF THE TOTAL RESOURCE EFFECTIVENESS (TRE) INDEX EQUATION 


Al. FOR CHLORINATED PROCESS VENT STREAMS, IF OsNET HEATING VALUE (M3/scm) <3.3: 
Q = Standard Flowrate (scm/min) a b - c 


~*~ 


0.763 
0.763 
0.763 
0.763 
0.763 
0.763 


46.21 

38.98 

77.96 
116.9 
155.9 
194.9 
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A2. FOR CHLORINATED PROCESS VENT STREAMS, IF 3.3<MET HEATING VALUE (MJ/scm): 


> 


Q= Standard Flowrate (scm/min) b c 


-0.822 
-0.822 
-0.822 
-0.822 
-0.822 
-60.822 


<I5 
15 <0. = 790 
790 <Q> < 1590 
1590 <Q: £2380 
2380 <Q° <3160 
3160 <Q < 3960 


. 


S32e 
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B. FOR NONCHEORINATED PROCESS VENT STREAMS, IF OSNET HEATING VALUE (MJ/scm) < 0.45: 
Q = Standard Flewrate (scm/min) - c 


18.03 0 0.257 
15.83 0.229 0.257 
' 31.66 0.248 0.257 
3050 < 9° £4570 47.49 0 


-262 0.257 


C. FOR NONCHLORINATED PROCESS VENT STREAMS, IF 0.45<NET HEATING VALUE (MJ/scm)<1.8: 
Q = Standard Flowrate (scm/min) a b c 


Q@. < 15 18.05 0.912 

18 < Q, «1520 16.86 0.912 
1520 < Q° < 3050 33.72 0.912 
3050 < Q: = 4570 50.58 0.912 


D. FOR NONCHLORINATED PROCESS VENT STREAMS, IF 1.8 < NET HEATING VALUE (™J/scm) <3.4: 
Q = Standard Flowrate (scm/min) a b c 


Q.< 15 14.31 0.073 
15°<Q, < 1340 12.83 -154 0.073 
1340 <Q: < 2680 25.66 167 0.073 
2680 < Q; <= 4020 38.49 176 0.073 


E. FOR NONCHLORINATED PROCESS VENT STREAMS, IF 3.4<WNET HEATING VALUE (MJ/scm): 


Q = Standard Flowrate (scm/min) 
Q<15 
15 < Q. = 1340 


1340 Qs = 2680 
2680< Q2 < 4020 


BILLING CODE 6560-50-—c 





(Sec. 114 of the Clean Air Act as amended (42 
U.S.C. 1857c-9)) 


$60.615 Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 


(a) Each owner or operator subject to 
§ 60.612 shall notify the Administrator of 
the i of § 60.612 

[§ 60.612 (a) or (b)] with which the 


tel tar SERPINA tanaeeene 
operator elects at a later date to use an 
alternative provision of § 60.612 with 
which he or she will comply, then the 
Administrator shall be notified by the 


implementing the 
test shall be performed as specified by 
§ 60.614. 

. (b) Each owner or operator subject to 
the provisions of this subpart shall keep 
an up-to-date, readily-accessible record 
of the following data measured during 
each performance test, and also include 
the following data in the report of the 
initial performance test required under 
§ 60.8, except when a steam generating 
unit with a design heat input capacity of 
44 MW (150 million Btu/hour) or greater 
is used to comply with § 60.612{a), in 
which case an initial report containing 
the data specified in (b)({2) of this 
section shall be submitted at the startup 
of the facility. The same data specified 
in paragraph (b) (1) or (3) of this section, 
as appropriate, shall be submitted in the 
reports of all subsequently required 
performance tests where either the total 
organic compound emission control 
efficiency of a combustion device or the 
TRE index value of a process vent 
stream from a product recovery system 
is determined. 

(1) Where an owner or operator 
subject to this subpart seeks to 
demonstrate compliance with § 60.612({a) 
through use of a combustion device 
(except for a steam generating unit with 
a design heat input capacity of 44 MW 
or greater): 

(i) The average firebox temperature of 
the thermal oxidizer or steam generation 
unit with a design heat input capacity of 
less than 44 MW (or the average 
temperature upstream and downstream 
of the catalyst bed), every 15 minutes 
and averaged over a 3-hour period, and 

(ii) The percent reduction of total 
organic compounds (minus methane and 
ethane) achieved by the combustion 
device, or the concentration (ppmv, by 
compound) of total organic compounds 
(less methane and ethane) at the outlet 
of the control device on a dry basis 
corrected to 3 percent oxygen. 


(2) Where an owner or operator 
subject to this subpart seeks to 
demonstrate compliance with § 60.612(a) 
through use of a steam generating unit 
with a-design heat input capacity of 44 
MW or greater, the initial report will 
contain a statement of the design heat 
input capacity of the steam generating 
unit to be used. ; 

(3) Where an owner or operator seeks 
to demonstrate compliance with 
§ 60.612(b): 

(i) The specific gravity (or alternative 
parameter which is a measure of the 
degree of absorbing liquid saturation, if 
approved by the Administrator), and 
average temperature, measured every 15 
minutes and averaged over a 3-hour 
period, of the absorbing liquid (both 
measured while the vent stream is 
normally routed and constituted), where 
an absorber is the final unit in a system, 
or 

{ii} The average exit (product side) 
temperature, measured every 15 minutes 
and averaged over a 3-hour period while 
the vent stream is normally routed and 
constituted, where a condenser is the 
final unit in a system, or 

(iii) The manifold steam pressure 
measured every 15 minutes and 
averaged over the period of the 
performance test (full carbon bed cycle), 
temperature of the carbon bed after 
regeneration [and within 15 minutes of 
completion of any cooling cycle(s)], and 
duration of the carbon bed steaming 
cycle where a carbon adsorber is the 
final unit in a system (all measured 
while the vent stream is normally routed 
and constituted), and 

(iv) All measurements and 
calculations performed to determine the 
TRE index value of the process vent 
stream. 

(c) Each owner or operator subject to 
the provisions of this subpart shall keep 
up-to-date, readily-accessible 
continuous records of the equipment 
operating parameters specified to be 
monitored under § 60.613(a), as well as 
up-to-date, readily-accessible records of 
periods of operation during which the 
parameter boundaries established 
during the most recent performance test 
are exceeded. The Administrator may at 
any time require a report ot these data. 
Where a combustion device is used by 
an.owner or operator seeking to 
demonstrate compliance with 
§ 60.612{a), periods of operation during 
which the parameter boundaries 
established during the most recent 
performance tests are exceeded are 


‘defined as follows: 


(1) For thermal incineration or 
combustion in a steam generating unit 
with a design heat input capacity of less 
than 44 MW (150 million Btu/hour), all 
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3-hour periods of operation during which 
the average combustion the, temperature 
was more than 28°C (50°F) below the 
average combustion temperature during 
the most recent perforinance test at 
which compliance with § 60.612(a) was 
determined. 

(2) For catalytic incineration, all 3- 
hour periods of operation during which 
the average temperature of the device 
immediately before the catalyst bed is 
more than 28°C (50°F) below the average 
temperature of the device during the 
most recent performance test at which 
compliance with § 60.612(a) was 
determined. The owner or operator also 
shall record all 3-hour periods of 
operation during which the average 
temperature difference across the 
catalyst bed is less than 80 percent of 
the average temperature difference of 
the device during the most recent 
performance test at which compliance 
with § 60.612(a) was determined. 

(d} Each owner or operator subject to 
the provisions of this subpart shall keep 
up-to-date, readily-accessible 
continuous records of the equipment 
operating parameters specified to be 
monitored under § 60.613(b) as well as 
up-to-date, readily-accessible records of 
periods of operation during which the 
parameter boundaries established 
during the most recent performance test 
are exceeded. The Administrator may at 
any time require a report of these data. 
Where the owner or operator seeks to 
demonstrate compliance with 
§ 60.612(b), periods of operation during 
which the parameter boundaries 
established during the most recent 
performance tests are exceeded are 
defined as follows: 

(1) Where an absorber is the final unit 
in a system, 

(i) All 3-hour periods of operation 
during which the average absorbing 
liquid temperature was more than 11°C 
(20°F) above the average absorbing 
liquid temperature during the most 
recent performance test, or 

(ii) All 3-hour periods of operation 
during which the average absorbing 
liquid specific gravity was more than 0.1 
unit above, or more than 0.1 unit below, 
the average absorbing liquid specific 
gravity during the most recent 
performance test (unless monitoring of 
an alternative parameter, which is a 
measure of the degree of absorbing 
liquid saturation, is approved by the 
Administrator, in which case he or she 
will define appropriate parameter 
boundaries and periods of operation 
during which they are exceeded). 

(2) Where a condenser is the final unit 
in a system, all 3-hour periods of 
operation during which the average 
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condenser operating temperature was 
more than 6°C (10°F) above the average 
operating temperature during the most 
recent performance test. 

(3) Where a carbon adsorber is the 
final unit in a system, 

(i) All carbon bed regeneration cycles 
during which the total mass steam flow 
was below the total mass steam flow 
pressure during the most recent 
performance test, and 

{ii) All carbon bed regeneration cycles 
during which the temperature of the 
carbon bed after regeneration [and after 
completion of any cooling cycle(s)] was 
more than 10 percent greater than the 
carbon bed temperature (in degrees 
centigrade) during the most recent 
performance test. 

(4) Where a carbon adsorber is the 
final unit in the recovery system and a 
total organic compound monitor 
approved by the Administrator is used, 
all 3-hour periods of operation during 
which the average concentration of total 
organic compounds (less methane and 
ethane) in the carbon adsorber gases is 
more than 50 parts per million by 
volume and more than 20 percent 
greater than the exhaust gas 
concentration measured by the 
monitoring system during the most 
recent performance test. 

(e) Each owner or operator subject to 
the provisons of this subpart who uses a 
steam generating unit with a design heat 
input capacity of 44 MW (150 million 
Btu/hour) or greater and seeking to 
demonstrate compliance with § 60.612{a) 
shall keep an up-to-date, readily 
accessible record of all hai of 
operation of the steam generating unit. 
(Examples of such records could include 
records of steam use, fuel use, or 
monitoring data collected pursuant to 
other State or Federal regulatory 
requirements.) 

(f} Each owner or operator subject to 
the provisions of this subpart and 
seeking to demonstrate compliance with 
§ 60.612(b) shall keep up-to-date, readily 
accessible records of: 

(1) Any changes in production 
capacity, feedstock type, or catalyst 
type, or of any replacement, removal or 
addition of product recovery equipment; 

(2) Any recalculation of the TRE index 
value performed pursuant to § 60.614(c); 

(3) The results of any performance test 
performed pursuant to § 60.614(c). 

(g) Each owner and operator subject 
to the provisions of this subpart is 


exempt from § 60.7(c) of the General 
Provisions. 

(h) Each owner or operator that seeks 
to comply with the requirements of this 
subpart by complying with the 
requirements of § 60.612 shall submit to 
the Administrator semi-annual reports 
of the information recorded under 
§§ 60.615 (c), (d), and (f). In addition, 
when a steam generating unit with a 
design heat input capacity of 44 MW 
(150 million Btu/hour) or greater is used 
to comply with § 60.612(a), the owner or 
operator of the affected facility shall 
submit to the Administrator semi-annual 
reports of all periods during which the 
steam generating unit is not operating, 
as recorded under § 60.615(e). The initial 
report shall be submitted within 6 
months after the initial start-up date. 

(i) The requirements of § 60.615(h) 
remain in force until and unless EPA, in 
delegating enforcement authority to a 
State under Section 111{c) of the Act, 
approves reporting requirements or an 
alternative means of compli 
surveillance adopted by such State. In 
that event, affected sources within the 
State will be relieved of the obligation to 
comply with § 60.615(h), provided that 
they comply with the requirements - 
established by the State. 

(j) The Administrator will specify 
appropriate reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements where the owner or 
operator of an affected facility seeks to 
demonstrate compliance with the 
standards specified under § 60.612 other 
than as provided under § 60.613 {a} and 
(b). 


(Sec. 114 of the Clean Air Act as amended (42 
U.S.C. 1857c-9)) 


§60.616 Reconstruction. 


(a) For purposes of this subpart “fixed 
capital cost of the new components”, as 
used in § 60.15, includes the fixed 
capital cost of all depreciable 
components which are or will be 
replaced pursuant to all continuous 
programs of component replacement 
which are commenced within any 2-year 
period foilowing (date of proposal). For 
purposes of this paragraph, 
“commenced” means that an owner or 
operator has undertaken a continubus 
program of component replacement or 
that an owner or operator has entered 
into a contractual obligation to 
undertake and complete, within a 
reasonable time, a continuous program 
of component replacement. 


(Sec. 114 of the Clean Air Act as amended (42 
U.S.C. 7414)) 


It is proposed that Appendix A of 40 
CFR Part 60 be amended as follows: 

2. Reference Method 1A is added to 
Appendix A as follows: 


Method 1A—Sample and Velocity Traverses 
for Stationary Sources with Small Stacks or 
Ducts 


1. Applicability and Principle 

The applicability and principle of this 
method are identical to Method 1, except its 
applicability is limited to stacks or ducts less 
than about 0.30 meter (12 in.) in diameter, or 


. 0.071 m? (113 in.7) in cross-sectional area, but 


equal to or greater than about 0.10 meter (4 
in.) in diameter, or 0.0081 m? (12.57 in.7} in 
cross-sectional area. 

In these small diameter stacks or ducts the 
conventional pitot assembly (consisting of a 
Type S pitot tube attached to a sampling 
probe, equipped with a nozzle and 
thermocouple) blocks a significant cross- 
section of the duct and prevents a true 


site. The straight run of duct between the 
sampling and velocity measurement sites 
allows the flow profile, temporarily disturbed 
So a eee to 
oe stabilize. 

The cross-sectional layout and location of 
traverse points and the verification of the 
absence of cyclonic flow are the same as in 
Method 1, Sections 2.3 and 2.4, respectively. 
Differences from Method 1, except as noted, 
are given below. 


2. Procedure 


2.1 Selection of Measurement Site. 
2.11 Particulate 


stack, or from a visible flame. Next, locate 
the velocity measurement site eight 
equivalent diameters downstream of the 
particulate measurement site. See Figure 1A- 
1. If such locations are not available, select 
an alternative particulate measurement 
locatica at least two equivalent stack or duct 
diameters downstream and two and one-half 
diameters upstream from any flow 
disturbance. Then, locate the velocity 
measurement site two equivalent diameters 
downstream from the particulate 
measurement site. (See Section 2.1 of Method 
1 for calculating equivalent diameters for a 
cross-section.) 
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et 


TEMPERATURE 


Figure 1A-1. 


2.1.2 Particulate (Steady Flow) or wy 
(Steady or Unsteady Flow) Measurements. If 
the average total volumetric flow rate in a 
duct is constant with respect to time or if 
only velocity measurements are required use 
the same criterion as in Section 2.1 of Method 
1. 

22 Determining the Number of Traverse 
Points. 

2.2.1 Particulate Measurements (Steady or 
Unsteady Flow). Use Figure 1-1 of Method 1 
to determine the number of traverse points. 
Before referring to the figure, however, 
determine the distance between the velocity 
and sampling sites and the distances to the 
nearest upstream and downstream 


the number of traverse points from Figure 1-1 
of Method 1 corresponding to each of these 
three distances. Choose the highest of the 
three numbers of traverse points (or a greater 
number) so that for circular ducts the number 
is a multiple of four; for ducts use 
one of those numbers shown in Table 1.1 of 
Method 1. 


Recommended sampling arrangement for small ducts. 


2.2.2 Particulate (Steady Flow) and 
Velocity (Non-Particulate) Measurements. 
Use Figure 1A-3 to determine number of 
traverse points, following the same procedure 
used for particulate traverses as described in 
Section 2.2.1 of Method 1. 

3. Bibliography 
1. Same as Method 1, Section 3, Citations 1 
6. 


2. Vollaro, Robert F. Recommended 
Procedure for Sample Traverses in Ducts 
Smaller Than 12 Inches in Diameter. U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Emission 
Measurement Branch, Research Triangle 
Park, North Carolina. January 1977. 


3. Reference Method 2C is added to 
Appendix A as follows: 


Appendix A—Reference Methods 


+ * * 


Method 2C—Determination of Stack Gas 
Velocity and Volumetric Flow Rate From 
Small Stacks or Ducts (Standard Pitot Tube) 
1. Aplicability and Principle 

1.1 Applicability. The applicability of this 
method is identical to Method 2, except it is 
limited to stationary source stacks or ducts 


less than about 0.30 meter (12 in.) in diameter, 
or 0.071 m? (113 in. in cross-sectional area, 
but equal to or greater than about 0.10 meter 
(4 in,) in diameter or 0.0081 m? (12.57 in.) in 
cross-sectional area. 

The apparatus, procedure, calibration, 
calculations, and bibliography are the same 
as in Method 2, Sections 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, 
except as noted in the following sections. 

1.2 Principle. The average gas velocity in a 
stack or duct is determined from the gas 
density and from measurement of velocity 
heads with a standard pitot tube. 


2. Apparatus 


2.1 Standard Pitot Tube (instead of Type 
S). A standard pitot tube which meets the 
specifications of Section 2.7 of Method 2. Use 
a coefficient of 0.99 unless it is calibrated 
against another standard pitot tube with an 
NBS-traceable coefficient. 

2.2 Alternative Pitot Tube. A modified 
hemispherical-nosed pitot tube (see Figure 
2C-1}, which features a shortened stem and 

impact and static pressure holes. 
Use a coefficient of 0.99 unless it is calibrated 
as mentioned in Section 2.1 above. This pitot 
tube is useful in particulate liquid droplet 
laden gas streams when a “back purge” is 
ineffective. - 
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Figure 2C-1. 


3. Procedure 


Follow the general procedures in Section 3 
of Method 2, except conduct the 
measurements at thetraverse points specified 
in Method 1A. The static and impact pressure 
holes of standard pitot tubes are susceptible 
to plugging in particulate-laden gas streams. 
Therefore, the tester must furnish adequate 
proof that the openings of the pitot tube have 
not plugged during the traverse period; this 
can be done by the velocity head (Ap) 
heading at the final traverse point, cleaning 
out the impact and static holes of the 
standard pitot tube by “back-purging” with 
pressurized air, and then taking another Ap 
‘reading. If the A readings made before and 


after the air purge are the same (+5 percent) ~ 


the traverse is acceptable. Otherwise, reject 
the run. Note that if the AP at the final 
traverse point is unsuitably low, another 
point may be selected. If “back purging” at 
regular intervals is part of the procedure, then 
take comparative Ap readings, as above, for 
the last two back purges at which suitably 
high Ap readings are observed. 


4. Reference Method 2D is added to 
Appendix A as follows: 


Appendix A—Reference Methods 


Modified hemispherical-nosed pitot tube. 


Method 2D—Measurement of Gas Volume 
Flow Rates in Small Pipes and Ducts 
1. Applicability and Principle 

1.1 Applicability. This method applies to 
the measurement of gas flow rates in small 
pipes and ducts. It can only be applied to 
intermittent or variable gas flows with 
particular caution. 

1.2 Principle. All the gas flow in the pipe 
or duct is directed through a rotameter, 
orifice plate or similar device to measure 
flow rate or pressure drop. The device has 
been previously calibrated in a manner that 
insures its proper calibration for the gas 
being measured. Absolute temperature and 

measurements are made to adjust 
volume flow rates to standard conditions. 


2. Apparatus. 

Specifications for the apparatus are given 
below. Any other apparatus that has been 
demonstrated (subject to approval of the 
Administrator) to be capable of meeting the 
specifications will be considered acceptable. 

2.1 - Gas Metering Rate or Flow Element 
Device. A rotameter, orifice plate, or other 
volume rate or pressure drop measuring 
device capable of measuring the stack flow 
rate to within 5 percent. The metering device 
shall be equipped with a temperature gauge 


accurate to within 2 percent of the minimum 
absolute stack temperature and a pressure 
gauge (accurate to within 5 mm Hg). The 
capacity of the metering device shall be 
sufficient for the expected maximum and 
minimum flow rates at the stack gas 
conditions. The magnitude and variability of 
stack gas flow rate, molecular weight, 
temperature, pressure, dewpoint, and 
corrosive characteristics, and pipe or duct 
size are factors to consider in choosing a 
suitable metering device. 

2.2 Barometer. Same as Method 2, 
Section 2.5. 

2.3 Stopwatch. Capable of measurement 
to within 1 second. 

3. Procedure 

3.1 Installation. Use the procedure in 
Method 2A, Section 3.1. 

3.2 Leak Check. Use the procedure in 
Method 2A, Section 3.2. 

3.3 Volume Rate Measurement. 

3.3.1 Continuous, Steady Flow. At least 
once an hour, record the metering device flow 
rate or pressure drop reading, and the 
metering device temperature and pressure. 
Make a minimum of 12 equally spaced 
readings of each parameter during the test 
period. Record the barometric pressure at the 





beginning and end of the test period. Record 
the data on a table similar to Figure 2D-1. 


Figure 2D-1. Volume flow rate 
measurement data. 
4. Calibration 

4.1 - Gas Metering Device. Use the 

in Method 2A, Section 4, and apply 

the same standards. Calibrate 
the metering device with the principle stack 
Saran a a a amar tng 
against a standard reference meter. A 
calibrated dry gas meter is an acceptable 
reference meter. Ideally, calibrate the 
metering device in the field with the actual! 


Calibration coefficient 

Calibration gas 

recalibrate 

Barometric pressure (mm Hg) Start 
Finish 


Date to 


gas to be metered. For metering devices that 
have a volume rate readout, calculate the test 
metering device calibration coefficient, Y,,. 
for each run as follows: 


(V,) (T.) Prar 
(Vn) (Tm) (Poor +Pe} 


Where: 


V,=Reference meter volume rate reading, 
m?/min. 
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V..=Test meter volume rate reading, m*/min. 

T,= Absolute reference meter average 
temperature, °K. 

Tm= Absolute test meter average 
temperature, “K. 

P.«r= Barometric pressure, mm Hg. 

P,=Test meter average static pressure, mm 


For metering devices that do not have a 
volume rate readout, refer to the 
manufacturer's instructions to calculate the 
V._ corresponding to each V,. 

4.2 Temperature Gauge. Use the 
procedure and specifications in Method 2A, 
Section 4.2. Perform the calibration at a 
temperature that approximates field test 
conditions. 

4.3 Barometer. Calibrate the barometer to 
be used in the field test with a mercury 
barometer prior to the field test. 


5. Gas Flow Rate Calculation 


Use the equations in Method 2A, Section 5, 
except time is already factored in. 
6. Bibliography 

1. United States Environmental Protection 
Agency. Standards of Performance for New 
Stationary Sources, Revisions to Methods 1- 
8. Title 40, Part 60. Washington, D.C. Federal 
Register Vol. 42, No. 160. August 18, 1977. 

2. United States Environmental Protection 
Agency. Standards of Performance for New 
Stationary Sources, Proposed Method 2A. 
Title 40, Part 60. Washington, D.C. Federal 
Register Vol. 45, No. 244. December 17, 1980. 
[FR Doc. 83-28287 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 am] 
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Part V 


Environmental 
Protection Agency 


Standards of Performance for New 
Stationary Sources; Fossil-Fuel-Fired 
Steam Generators; Proposed Rule 





ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


AGENCY: Environmental! Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Proposed revision of rule. 


Summary: On December 23, 1971, the 


Environmental Protection Agency 
promulgated standards of performance 
for large fossil-fuel-fired steam 
generating units constructed after 
August 17, 1971 (40 CFR Part 60, Subpart 
D). The changes to Subpart D being 
proposed today would establish sulfur 
dioxide compliance, emission 
monitoring, and reporting requirements 
on a 30-day rolling average basis. 
Electric utility steam generating units 
constructed after September 18, 1978, 
would not be affected by the proposal 
since they are subject to Subpart Da. For 
steam generators firing low-sulfur 
compliance fuels, the proposal would 
allow sulfur dioxide compliance testing 
by continuous emission monitoring, 
stack testing, or fuel sampling and 
analysis. For steam generators equipped 
with flue gas desulfurization systems, 
compliance testing could be conducted 
by either continuous emission 


effective 1 year after promulgation. The 
proposal includes a new sulfur dioxide 
compliance test method (Reference 
Method 19A) which incorporates the 
revised test methods and data reduction 
procedures. 

DATES: Comments on the proposed 
revisions are requested by December 20, 
1983. The revision would become 
effective 1 year after promulgation. 


ADDRESS: Comments should be 
submitted (in duplicate if possible) to: 
Central Docket Section (LE-131), U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M 
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460. 
Attention: Docket No. A-81-15. 

Docket. Docket No. A-81-15, 
containing supporting information used 
in developing the proposed revision, is 
available for public inspection and 
copying between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, at EPA's 
Central Docket Section, West Tower 
Lobby, Gallery 1, Waterside Mall, 401 M 
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460. A 
reasonable fee may be charged for 
copying. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Fred L. Porter, or Mr. Walter H. 
Stevenson, Standards Development 
Branch, Emission Standards and 
Engineering Division (MD-13), U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 
27711, telephone number ($19) 541-5624. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 
On December 23, 1971, EPA 


promulgated standards of performance 


for large fossil-fuel-fired steam 
generating units (36 FR 24876; 40 CFR 
Part 60, Subpart D). The standards limit 
emissions of sulfur dioxide (SO2), 
particulate matter, and oxides of 
nitrogen. The SO2, emission standard for 
coal is 520 ng/J (1.2 Ib SO2), per million 
Btu) heat input and for fuel oil is 340 ng/ 
] 0.8 Ib SO», per million Btu) heat input. 
The SO:, standard can be met by the use 
of low-sulfur fuels, flue gas 
desulfurization (FGD), or a combination 
of the two. 

When the SO, standards were 
promulgated in 1971, there were little 
data available on short-term variability 
of SO emissions; it was expected that 
short-term stack tests would be 3 
satisfactory for assessing compliance 
with the SO, standard at facilities using 
either low-sulfur compliance fuel or 
FGD. Compliance demonstration was 
required through the use of EPA 
Reference Method 6 (minimum 3-hour 
test period). 

Subpart D also required that 
continuous SO, emission monitors be 
installed and operated. For facilities 
using compliance fuel, continuous SO2 
monitors were not required, provided 
that fuel sampling and analysis were 
conducted. Continuous SO, emission 
monitoring systems has not been 
extensively evaluated by EPA in 1971 
and, because of this, performance 
specifications (including data reduction 
and reporting requirements) were not 
included in the 1971 regulation. 
Therefore, the monitoring requirements 
proposed in August 1971 indicated that a 
review of continuous emission 
monitoring systems would be conducted 
and additional guidance provided at a 
later date (36 FR 15704). 

The guidance on continuous 
monitoring systems was provided on 
October 6, 1975, when EPA promulgated 
a number of changes to Subpart D 
(proposal at 39 FR 32852 and 
promulgation at 40 FR 46250). Included 
were performance specifications for 
continuous emission monitoring systems 
and emission reporting requirements for 
FGD-equipped steam generators. For 
FGD-equipped units, the revision 
required that the data collected by the 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 205 / Friday, October 21, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


SO, monitor be used to prepare 
quarterly reports of excess emissions. A 
3-hour averaging period, consistent with 
the Method 6 stack test, was specified 
for data reduction purposes. 

In the proposal to the 1975 changes, 
EPA had included SO, excess emissions 
reporting requirements for both FGD 
and non-FGD-equipped steam 
generators. However, comments 
received on the proposed monitoring 
requirements pointed to a number of 
problems with the proposed fuel 
analysis option and the impact of coal 
sulfur variability on reporting excess 
emissions. Comments and discussions 
with coal suppliers and electric utility 
companies led the Agency to conclude 
that the proposed requirements for fuel 
analysis were inadequate and 
inconsistent with the existing fuel 
supply situation. Recognizing that 
additional study would be necessary 
before meaningful provisions could be 
developed, the fuel analysis provisions 
of Subpart D were reserved in the 
regulation. 

Since 1975, EPA has conducted a 
number of studies to assess both the 
sulfur variability in coal and the 
variation in FGD performance. Today’s 
proposel is based on these studies and 
completes the SO2 emission monitoring 
requirements for steam generators using 
compliance fuels and revises the 
provisions for FGD-equipped units. 


Rationale for Proposal 


When EPA proposed emission 
standards for large fossil-fuel-fired 
steam generating units in 1971, EPA 


. indicated that the 520 ng/J (1.2 Ib SO, 


per million Btu) emission limit for coal- 
fired units could be complied with by 
using either flue gas desulfurization or 
low-sulfur coal. In developing the 
standard, EPA reviewed U.S. coal 
reserve data to determine the potential 
impacts of the standard on compliance 
coal reserves. As indicated in the 
background document for the 1971 
standard, a high grade coal with a sulfur 
content of 0.7 percent or less was judged 
capable of complying with the standard 
(II-A-001 p. 5). In selecting a 0.7 percent 
sulfur compliance coal as one basis of 
the standard, EPA estimated that about 
one-fourth of the U.S. recoverable coal 
reserves could be expected to comply 
({lI-B-001). In arriving at this estimate, 
the Agency considered the average 
sulfur content of the fuel reserves but 
did not consider sulfur content 
variability or the effect of averaging 
time. 

Many facilities subject to Subpart D 
have elected to use compliance fuel. A 
survey conducted by EPA in 1978 
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indicated that approximately 200 coal- 
fired electric utility boilers subject to 
Subpart D will have begun operation by 
1983. Of these, approximately one-half 
plan to use compliance coal. The other 
half plan to use FGD systems (II-A-003). 

The issue of averaging time for the 
SO, standard relates to both the 
variability of sulfur content of the coal 
and FGD performance. In relation to 
compliance coals, the variability of 
sulfur has been addressed in various 
EPA studies since 1975 and studies 
continue (I-A). From the studies 
completed to date, it is clear that coal is 
not homogeneous and the sulfur content 
of coal used in a steam tor can 
vary, even when the coal is supplied 
from the same mine. In addition to 
geological properties, some of the 
factors that affect coal sulfur content 
variability include mining practices, coal 
preparation procedures, on-site coal 
handling procedures {including the on- 
site mixing of coal from various 
suppliers), and chemical characteristics 
of the coal. These factors can interact 
and result in complex sulfur variability 
patterns which are difficult for boiler 
operators to predict or manage on a 
short-term basis. 

The record shows that this variability 
and these effects were largely not 
recognized by EPA or by commenters 
when the standard was adopted in 1971. 
Because the sulfur content of coal 
supplied to a steam generator varies 
with time, the averaging time associated 
with an SO, emission limit can affect the 
supply of coals that can comply with the 
standard without the use of FGD. As the 
averaging period associated with an 
emission standard is shortened, coals 
with a lower mean sulfur content are 
required to assure compliance. Table 1 
shows the estimated range of mean 
sulfru levels required to meet a 520 ng/J 
(1.2 Ib per million Btu) heat input 
standard for different averaging times. 
Table 2 shows the estimated U.S. low- 
sulfur coal reserves that would be 
expected to comply with various mean 
sulfur levels listed in Table 1. 

Combined, Tables 1 and 2 show that 
interpretation of the SO. standard on a 
short-term basis severely limits supplies 
of compliance coals. The tables show 
that about 10 percent, or less, of the U.S. 
coal reserves would be expected to 
comply with the SO, standard on a 3- 
hour basis. However, on a 30-day rolling 
average basis, about 25 percent of the 
coal-reserves could comply with Subpart 
D and this is consistent with the 
intended effects when the standard was 
adopted in 1971. 


Proposed Averaging Time and 

Monitoring Reguirements 
Based on these analyses (II-B-002), 

EPA believes that a 30-day period is an 

appropriate averaging period for 

evaluating compliance fuels and makes 
the standard conform to the original 
intent. The rolling average allows for 
daily enforcement. Averaging periods 
longer than 30 days were judged to be 
unnecessary. Longer averaging periods 
would have relatively little additional 
effect on mitigating the effect of coal 
sulfur variability compared to the 30-day 
rolling average. Shorter averaging 
periods would severely limit compliance 
coal supplies for plants subject to the 
standard and could lead to the use of 
costly coal blending facilities. 

TABLE 1.—EsTmaTED Mean SO, 
Emission Levers Reauineo To Comery With a 
520 we/J (1.2 La/maui0w Bru) Emission Liner 
at DifFerent AveRacine Basis 


} Based upon 24-hour relative standard deviation and 
autocorrelation values of 0.20 and 0.70, respectively. 


TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED NATIONAL LOwW-SULFUR 


* Based upon a +20 percent accuracy level of estimated coal 
reserves. 

In addition, EPA also proposes to 
apply the 30-day rolling average to FGD- 
equipped units. Similar to the short-term 
fluctuations in SO2 emissions 
experienced when combusting 
compliance fuels, FGD performance and 
associated SO, emissions from FGD 
equipped units also experience short- 
term fluctuations. The short-term 
variation in FGD performance was not 
well understood when Subpart D was 
adopted in 1971 and is not appropriately 
addressed by a short-term 3-hour 
compliance test. Based on a thorough 
review of FGD performance data, which 
was conducted in conjunction with the 
revised NSPS for utility steam 
generating units (Subpart Da; 44 FR 
33580), EPA has concluded that a 30-day 
rolling average best typifies the 


performance of a well-designed and 
properly operated FGD system. At 
promulgation of Subpart Da, EPA 
concluded that a 30-day average allows 
adequate time for owners or operators 
to respond to operating problems 

affecting FGD efficiency, permits greater 
flexibility in procedures necessary to 
operate FGD systems in compliance 
with the standard, and can reduce the 
effects of coal sulfur variability on 
maintaining compliance (44 FR 33595). 
These same considerations are 
applicable to evaluating the 
performance of FGD-equipped units 
subject to Subpart D and a 30-day 
rolling average is included in this 
proposal. 

The proposed revision would make 
Subpart D consistent with the intent and 
the anticipated effect at the time it was 
adopted and does not make it a more 
stringent regulation with which to 
comply. By determining compliance 
through continuous methods, it will 
better ensure that sources continuously 
comply with the standard. Finally, the 
proposal provides an averaging time 
that is consistent with the capability of 
the control technology. If adopted, the 
revisions would become effective 1 year 
after promulgation. This lag time 
provides the necessary time for 
planning, procurement, installation, and 
start-up of monitoring and data 
processing equipment which will be 


req 
A number of factors contribute to the 
need for allowing a 1-year period to 
implement the revisions. Sources that 
now have continuous emission monitors 
for determining excess SO. emissions 
would have to develop data retrieval 
and reduction capabilities for 
determining the 30-day rolling average. 
Most sources would opt to install 
electronic data storage and processing 
systems which are presently available 
but have delivery perieds of several 
months. Development of data reduction 
for individual sources would 
add to the time needed for installation 
and initiation of the data gathering. 
Sources that do not have SO, 
monitoring systems installed would 
have to order equipment, prepare the 
measurement sites, install the monitors, 
conduct the performance specification 
tests, and develop a quality assurance/ 
quality control program to maintain the 
quality of the data. The time required to 
complete these tasks could take 1 year. 
Most of the above tasks would also 
have to be done by sources that would 
use fuel sampling and analysis 
procedures in lieu of continuous 
monitors. Not all of the sources which 
now perform fuel sampling and analysis 
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market a Method 6B sampling system. 

Based on these factors, EPA has 
concluded that a 1-year lead time for 
complying with the revised monitoring 
requirements would be reasonable. 
Owners or operators of facilities that 
wish to implement the revision prior to 
the 1-year period may apply to the 
Administrator for approval. Until the 
revision is implemented, Subpart D 
would remain in effect in its present 
form and compliance would continue to 
be determined through the use of 
Method 6. 
Compliance Methods 

The proposed SO, compliance 
provisions would replace Method 6 with 
Method 19A. Under the proposal, a 
source employing a continuous emission 
monitoring system to determine SO: 
emissions would use hourly data 
averaged for the past 30 boiler operating 
. days to determine a 30-day average 
emission rate. This procedure is 
repeated for each day and results in the 
calculation of a 30-day rolling average 
emission rate. SO2 emissions data 
collected during startup, shutdown, or 
system malfunction are not included in 
calculation of the 30-day rolling average 
emission rate. However, such periods 
must be identified in the quarterly 
SO-emissions report. If SO2 emissions 
are measured through the use of Method 
6B or by fuel sampling and analysis, as 
allowed under proposed Method 19A, 
SO, emissions report. If SO, emissions 


a daily basis and the SO, emission rate — 


for the past 30 boiler operating days 
would be averaged to determine a 30- 
day y ome emission rate. 

ating SO, emission rates, all 
valid SO, emissions data are used. It is 
recognized, however, that data may not 
be available for 100 percent of the time. 
Under the proposal, minimum data 
requirements are included and 
supplemental sampling would be 
required, if necessary, to assure that the 
data requirements are met. For SO, 
continuous emission monitoring 
systems, the minimum SO, data 


availability requirements would be 22 
days of SO, emissions data for each 30 
days of boiler operation and for fuel 
sampling and analysis systems and 
Method 6B stack testing procedures 
would be 27 days of SO2 emissions data 
for each 30 days of boiler operations. 

In announcing the use of continuous 
emission monitors for compliance 
determinations in Subpart Da in June 11, 
1979, EPA indicated that quality 
assurance p were being 
developed (44 FR 33611). During 
and 1981, EPA distributed draft quality 
assurance procedures for continuous 
monitoring systems for technical review. 
When these procedures complete review 
and are adopted, they will be applicable 
to SO, continuous emission monitors 
used under today’s proposal and 
Subpart Da. The procedures would 
require daily instrument drift 
measurement and quarterly accuracy 
audits. Additionally, EPA recently 
promulgated changes in Performance 
Specification 2 and 3 (Appendix B) 
which will simplify the continuous 
emission movitoring system 
performance evaluation required under 
§ 60.13 

Method 6B may be used to determine 
daily SO, stack emission rates instead 
of continuous emission monitors. 
Method 6B uses an SO; collection 
system, based upon Reference Method 6, 
with an on/off timer to collect an 
integrated SO, sample over a 24-hour 
period. Analysis of the Method 6B 
sample provides a 24-hour integrated 
SO, emission rate. 

If fuel sampling is selected for 
determining the daily SO, emission 
rate, sampling systems meeting the 
minimum requirements of the specific 
portion of ASTM Method D-2234 (coal) 
and ASTM Method D-270 (oil) included 
in Method 19A would be used. These are 
the same sampling methods included in 
Method 19 for new electric utility steam 
generating units subject to Subpart Da. 
For coal-fired steam generators, 
sampling on a daily “as-fired” basis in 
proposed. This would mean that coal 
would be sampled as the coal silos 
(bunkers) that supply coal to the coal 
pulverizers are filled. The coal sample 
would be analyzed for sulfur content 
and specific heat, the potential SO. 
emission level (ng/J, lb per million Btu) 
would be calculated, and used as the 24- 
hour SO, emission rate for the day the 
coal was bunkered. For fuel oil, a “drip 
type” sample would be collected at the 
burner while oil is being fired. Fuel 
samples would be analyzed using ASTM 
procedures (included in Method 19A). 

For coal-fired steam generators, the 
proposal assumes that 95 percent of the 
sulfur in the coal is discharged to the 


atmosphere as SO, This assumption is 
based upon studies which indicate that 
about 5 percent of the sulfur in the coal 
is retained in the pulverizer rejects, 
bottom ash, and fly ash, The owner or 
operator of a steam generator may 
petition the Administrator to permit use 
of a lower value for the sulfur in the coal 
discharged to the atmosphere, provided 
data are made available to substantiate 
a lower value. 

Under the proposal, the fuel sampling 
and analysis procedures contained in 
Method 19A are included as an EPA 
approved “alternative test method.” As 
defined under § 60.2 and discussed 
under § 60.8(b), the fuel sampling option 
under Method 19A could be selected by 
an owner or operator to determine 
SO, emissions; however, since it is 
an alternative test method, EPA or the 
implementing State air pollution control 
agency retains the authority to require 
periodical SO, testing by Method 6B or 
continuous emission monitors to 
demonstrate the adequacy of the 
alternative test method. 

Proposal of the fuel sampling and 
analysis procedures as alternative test 
methods is based on the Administrator's 
judgment that these procedures are 
sufficiently accurate to be used as a 
basis for determining compliance with 
the standard. Under section 307(b)(2} of 
the Act, the owner will be precluded 
from challenging these procedures in 
any enforcement proceeding. Of course, 
use of these procedures is optional; any 
owner that wishes not to use them to 
determine compliance is free to choose 
either of the other two methods. Finally, 
as with any alternative method, the 
Administrator retains the authority to 
withdraw approval for its use at a 
particular facility if, in his judgement, it 
would not be sufficiently accuate to 
determine compliance at that facility. 

Under the proposal, ASTM D-2234 
Type I, Conditions A, B, or C, and 
Systematic Spacing would be used for 
coal sampling. This approach would 
allow both automated and manual coal 
sampling methods to be used; however, 
automated sampling is expected to 
predominate. For units not using 
automated coal sampling systems or for 
supplemental sampling due to failure of 
the primary system, manual sampling 
would be done in accordance with 
ASTM requirements, including proper 
sampling device geometry, number of 
sample increments, and increments 
taken evenly spaced in time or position. 

In cases where more than one steam 
generator subject to Subpart D is 
installed at a site, a single fuel sampling 
system may be used to sample the coal 
as it is bunkered to individual units. A 
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daily “as fired” coal sample would be 


collected for each unit and would be 
analyzed to determine the daily SO. 
emission rate for each unit. 

Because 


monitoring and reporting requirements. 
However, the additional costs are far 
less than the $100 million specified in 
the Order as defining a “major rule.” 
Moreover, the revision will not result in 
a major increase in costs or prices and 
will not disrupt market competition. The 
Agency has, therefore, concluded that 
this revision would not be a “major 
rule” under Executive Order 12291. 

Additionally, under Section 317 of the 
Clean Air Act, the Administrator is 
required to prepare an economic impact 
assessment for revisions determined by 
the Administrator to be substantial. The 
Administrator has determined that these 
revisions are not substantial and has not 
prepared an economic impact 
assessment. 

The reporting and recordkeeping 
—— of the regulation that this 


0207 and 2000-0142). A clearance 
package reflecting the reporting 


Reduction Act of 1980. Comments on 
these requirements should be submitted 
to the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs of OMB, Attention: 
Desk Officer for EPA. The final rule 
package will respond to any OMB or 
public comments on information 
collection requirements. 

Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the 
Administrator certifies that these 
revisions do not have a signi 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. The proposed revision will not 


~ 


affect a substantial number of small 
entities since the standard only applies 
to steam generators larger than 73 MW 
(250 million Btu per hr) heat input and 
well over 90 percent of these facilities 
will be large electric utility and 
industrial manufacturing companies. If 
the standards does not apply to any 
small es the impacts are 
insi emission monitoring 
costs would be less than 1 percent of the 
annualized boiler costs. 
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 60 
Ammonium sulfate plants, Asphalt, 
Cement industry, Coal copper, Electric 
power plants, Glass and glass products, 
Grains, Intergovernmental relations, 
Iron, Lead, Metals, Metallic minerals, 
Motor vehicles, Nitric acid plants, Paper 
and paper products industry, Petroleum, 
Phosphate, Sewage disposal, Steel 
sulfuric acid plants, Waste treatment 
and disposal, Zinc, Tires, Incorporation 
by reference, Can surface coating, 
Sulfuric acid plants, Industrial organic 
chemicals, Organic solvent cleaners. 
(Sec. 111, 301{a) of the Clean Air Act, as 
amended; 42 U.S.C. 7411, 7601(a)) 

Dated: October 13, 1983. 
Alvin L. Alm, 
Acting Administrator. 


PART 60—STANDARDS OF 
PERFORMANCE FOR NEW 
STATIONARY SOURCES 


_ In 40 CFR Part 60, §§ 60.41, 60.43, 

60.45, and 60.46 are amended and 

$§ 60.48 and 60.49 are added as follows: 
1. Section 60.41 is amended by adding 

paragraphs (g) and (h) as follows: 


§60.41 Definitions. 

(g) “24 hour period” means the period 
of time between 12:01 a.m. and 12:00 
midnight. A starting time other than 
12:01 a.m. may be used for the 24-hour 
period. If a starting time other than 12:01 
a.m. is used, the starting time must be 
defined in the quarterly emissions report 
and must be constant for the entire 
calendar quarter. 

(h) “Boiler operating day” means a 24- 
hour period during which any fossil fuel 
is combusted in the steam generator. 


2. Section 60.43 is amended by adding 
paragraph (d) as follows: 


$60.43 Standard for sulfur dioxide. 

(d) Compliance with the emission 
limitations under this Section are 
determined on a 30-day rolling average 
basis fa eslaendsinne alll Sibdieed Son 
(Appendix A). 


3. Section 60.45 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (b)(2}, (4), and (e); 
deleting paragraphs (f) and (g)(2), and 
adding paragraphs (b)(5), (h), (i), (i). (k), 
and (I) as follows: 
$60.45 Emission and fuel monitoring. 

(b) ~~ ** 

(2) The continuous emission 
monitoring system for measuring sulfur 
dioxide required under paragraph (a) of 
this Section is not necessary, if Method 
6B or the alternative fuel sampling and 
analysis procedure under Method 19A 
(Appendix A) is used. The fuel sampling 
and analysis procedures included in 
Method 19A are approved as alternative 
SO. test methods for steam generators 
subject to this subpart ahd a written 
application for approval under § 60.13{j) 
is not required. The fuel sampling and 
analysis procedures in Method 19A are 
alternative test methods and the 
Administrator retains the authority to 
periodically require SO: testing by 
Method 6B or continuous emission 
monitors or to withdraw the approval 
for specific facilities. 

(4) If an owner or operator does not 
install any continuous monitoring 
systems for sulfur oxides and nitrogen 
oxides as under paragraphs 
(b)(1) and (b)(3) or (b)(1) and (b)(5) of 
this Section, a continuous monitoring 
system for measuring either oxygen or 
carbon dioxide is not required. 

(5) For affected facilities that combust 
more than 75 percent wood or wood 
residue on a quarterly (calendar) heat 
input basis, a continuous monitoring 
system for measuring sulfur dioxide 
emissions in not required. Such facilities 
are required to maintain quarterly 
records of percent of wood or wood 
residue fired on a heat input basis. 


* . ae * a 


(e) For any continuous monitoring 
system installed under paragraph (a) of 
this Section, the following conversion 
procedure shall be used to convert the 
continuous monitoring data into units of 
the applicable standards (ng/J, Ib/ 
million Btu): 

(1) For sulfur dioxide data, procedures 

, under Section 3 of Method 19A 
(Appendix A) are used. 

(2) For nitrogen oxides data, 
procedures under Section 5 of Method 19 
(Appendix A) are used. 

(f) [Reserved] 

(g) eee 


(2) [Reserved] 


(h) The continuous monitoring 
systems under paragraph (a) of this 
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are not obtained because of continuous 
monitoring system breakdowns, repairs, 
calibration checks and zero and span 
adjustments, emission data are obtained 
by using an alternate monitoring 
procedure under Method 19A or by 
using other monitoring systems as 
provided by the Administrator as 
necessary to provide emission data as 
required under paragraph (k) of this 
section. 


(j) For continuous emission monitoring 
systems, the 1-hour average SO, 
emissions required under paragraph 
§ 60.13(h) are expressed in ng/J (Ibs/ 
million Btu) heat input and used to 
calculate the average emission rates 


using the data points required 
under § 60.13({b). At least two points 
must be used to calculate the 1-hour 
averages. 
(k) The minimum data requirements 
for sulfur dioxide emissions data 
collected using Method 19A are as 
follows: 

(1) For continuous emission 


per day in at least 22 out of 30 
successive boiler operating days are 


required. 

(2) For stack testing (Method 6B), data 
from at least one test run per day in at 
least 27 out of 30 successive boiler 

operating days are required. 

(3) For coal sampling and analysis, 


each boiler operating day in at least 27 
out of 30 successive boiler operating 
days are required. 

(4) For oil sampling and analysis, data 
from oil samples representative of the 
oil meanined to the steam generator each 
boiler operating day in at least 27 out of 
30 successive boiler operating days are 


required. 
(I) In meeting the data 


(Appendix A) may be used. If SO, 
emissions data from continuous 
emission monitoring systems under 
paragraph (k)(1) of this section are 
supplemented with SO, emissions data 
from stack testing (Method 6B) or by fuel 
sampling and analysis procedures 
contained in Method 19A, the minimum 


data requirements of paragraph (k)(1) of 
this section apply. 

4. Section 60.46 is amended by 
revising paragraph (a)(4), (c) and (f) and 
removing paragraph (d) as follows: 


$60.46 Test methods and procedures. 


* *# # 


(a) 

(4) Method 19A for sulfur dioxide 
emission rate and 

(c) For Method 7, the sample site shall 
be the same as that selected for Method 
5. The sampling point in the duct shall 
be at the centroid of the cross Section or 
at a point no closer to the wall than 1 m 
(3-28 ft.). Remov 

(d) [Reserved] 

(f} For each run using the methods 
specified by paragraphs (a)(3) and (a)(5) 
of this section, the emissions expressed 
in ng/J (Ib/million Btu) are determined 
following the procedures in Section 5 of 
Method 19 {Appendix A) (see § 60.47 for 
sulfur dioxide emissions calculations). 

5. Sections 60.48 and 60.49 is added as 
follows: 


$60.48 Sulfur dioxide compliance 
provisions. 

(a) After the initial performance test 
required under § 60.8, compliance with 
the sulfur dioxide emission limitations 
under § 60.43 is based on the average 
emission rate for 30 successive boiler 
operating days [as determined following 
the procedures under Method 19A 
(Appendix A)]. Following the initial 
performance test, a seperate 
performance test is completed at the end 
of each boiler operating day and a new 
30 day average emission rate for sulfur 
dioxide is calculated to determine 
compliance with the standards. 

(b) For the initial performance test 
required under § 60.8, compliance with 
the sulfur dioxide emission limitations is 
based on the average emission rates for 
sulfur dioxide for the first 30 successive 
boiler operating days. The initial 
performance test is the only test in 
which at least 30 days prior notice is 
required unless otherwise specified by 
the Administrator. The initial 
performance test is to be scheduled so 
that the first boiler operating day of the 
30 successive boiler operating days is 
completed within 60 days after 
achieving the maximum production rate 
at which the affected facility will be 
operated, but not later than 180 days 
after initial startup of the facility. 

(c) In determining compliance with the 
standard following Method 19A, all 
sulfur dioxide emissions data (except 


sulfur dioxide emissions data obtained 
during startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction) are included in determining 
compliance. 

(d) If an owner or operator has not 
obtained the minimum quantity of 
emission data as required under 
§ 60.45(k), compliance with the emission 
requirements under § 60.43 of this 
Subpart for the day on which the 30-day 
period ends may be determined by the 
Administrator by following the 
applicable procedures in Section 6 of 
Reference Method 19A (Appendix A). 


$60.49 Sulfur dioxide reporting 
requirements. 


(a) The owner or operator of any 
affected facility shall submit the written 
reports required under paragraph (b) of 
this section and Subpart A to the 
Administrator for every calendar 
quarter. All quarterly reports shall be 
submitted by the 30th day following the 
end of each calendar quarter. 

(b) For sulfur dioxide, the following 
emission data are submitted to the 
Administrator for each 24-hour period: 

(1) Calendar Date. 

(2) The average sulfur dioxide 
emission rate (ng/J or lb/million Btu) for 
each 30 successive boiler operating days 
ending with the last 30-day period in the 
quarter; reasons for noncompliance with 
the emission standards, and description 
of corrective action taken. 

(3) Identification of the boiler 
operating days for which pollutant or 
diluent data have not been obtained 
following methods under Method 19A 
(Appendix A); justification for not 
obtaining sufficient data; and 
description of corrective actions taken. 

(4) Identification of the times when 
emission data from FGD equipped steam 
generators have been excluded from the 
calculation of average emission rates 
because of start-up, shut-down, 
malfunction, or other reasons; and 
justification for excluding data for 
reasons other than start-up, shut-down, 
or malfunction. 

(5) For facilities combusting mixtures 
of fossil fuel and wood or fossil fuel and 
wood residue, the percentage of heat 
input to the steam generator provided by 
wood or wood residue during the 
calendar quarter. 


6. Part 60, Appendix A is amended by 
adding Method 19A to read as follows: 


Method 19A—Determination of Sulfur 
Dioxide Emission Rates From Fossil-Fuel- 
Fired Steam Generators 


1. Principle and Applicability 


1.1 Principle. 
1.1.1 Fuel samples are collected and 
analyzed for sulfur and heat content and the 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 205 / Friday, October 21, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


11.2 Sulfur dioxide and oxygen or carbon 
dioxide concentration data are obtained 


1.2 Applicability. This method is 
applicable for determining sulfur dioxide 
(SO.) emission rates from fossil fuel-fired 
steam generators. 


2. As-Fired Fuel Analysis 
Collect the fuel samples from a location in 
the fuel handling or processing 


purposes, 
be identified with the cies day on which 
sampling began. Alternate definitions of fuel 
lot sizes may be specified subject to prior 
approval of the Administrator. 

2.1 Fuel Sampling. 

2.1.1 Solid Fossil Fuel. Use coal sampling 
procedures meeting the requirements of 
ASTM D 2234 ' Type I, Conditions A, B, or C 
and systematic spacing. As a minimum, 
determine the number and weight of 
increments required per gross sample 
according to paragraph 7.1 of ASTM D 2234". 
As used in this method, systematic spacing is 
intended to include evenly spaced increments 
in time or increments based on equal weights 
of coal passing the collection area. 

2.1.2 Liquid Fossil Fuel. Use the procedure 
for continuous sampling described in Method 
19, Section 2, paragraph 2.2.1. 

2.2 Fuel Analysis. 

2.2.1 Solid Fossil Fuel. Determine the 
percent sulfur content (%S) and gross 
calorific value (CCV) of the solid fossil fuel 
on a dry basis fro each gross sample. Use 
ASTM D 2013' for sample preparation, ASTM 
D 3177' for sulfur analysis, ASTM D 3173 for 
moisture analysis and ASTM D 2015' for 
GCV determination. 

2.2.2 Liquid Fossil Fuel. Determine the 
percent sulfur content (%S) and gross 
calorific value (GCV) of the liquid fossil fuel. 
Use ASTM D 240 ' for GCV determination 
and ASTM D 129 ' for sulfur analysis. These 
values can be assumed to be on a dry basis. 

2.3 Calculation of Sulfur Dioxide Emission 
Rate Using Fuel Analysis Data. 

2.3.1 Daily Emission Rate. Calculate the 
daily SO. emission rate as follows: 

For Solid Fossil Fuel: 


Esco =0.95K x {*5) (Equation 194-1) 
GCV 


‘Use the most recent revision or designation of 
the ASTM procedure specified. 


For Liquid Fossil Fuel: 


E,o, = ne ‘(Equation 19A-2) 


Where: 

E,o, = SO, emission rate; ng/j (Ib/10° Btu). 

%S=Sulfur content of the fuel on a dry basis; 
weight percent. 

0.95= Allowance for 5.0 percent sulfur 
eee 


GCV=Gross calorific value of the fuel on a 
dry basis; kJ/kg (Btu/Ib). 

K=-Conversion Factor: 2.107 for SI units; 
2.010‘ for english units. 

If more than one fuel type is bunkered or 
consumed during the day, use the following 
equation to calculate the daily sulfur content 
per unit of heat content as follow: 


as k-1 % (Gey. Pauation 104-9 


Where: 

Y,= The fraction of total heat input derived 
from each fuel type, k. 

%S, = Sulfur content of each fuel type, k, on 
a dry basis; weight percent. 

GCV,= Gross calorific value for each fuel 
type, k, on a dry basis; kJ/kg (Btu/Ib). 

n=Number of different fuel types. 

For the purpose of this method, fuel type is 
meant to differentiate between classes of 
fossil fuel (e.g., solid or liquid), classifications 
of solid fossil fuel (e.g., bituminous or sub- 
bituminous coal), or grades of liquid fossil 
fuels (e.g., crude or residual). Sampling of fuel 
types contributing less than one percent of 
the total heat input in a boiler operating day 
(e.g., light fuel oils used during boiler startup 
or for combusiton stabilization in solid fossil 
fuel fired boilers) is not necessary. 

2.3.2 Determination of 300-Day Rolling 
Average. Calculate the mean 30-day SO 
emission rate for 30 successive boiler 
operating days (rolling average) as follows: 


Eso, (Equation 19A-—4) 


7 


Eso=SO emission rate as a 300-day rolling 
average; ng/J (Ib/10* Btu). 

n= Number of daily SO. emission rates 
obtained in the 30 boiler operating day _ 
period. 

3. Continuous Emission Monitoring System 

(CEMS) 

Measurement of SO; concentration and 
oxygen (O2) or carbon dioxide (COz) at the 
same exhaust location representative of the 
total emissions are required. Install and 
operate the CEMS in accordance with 40 CFR 
60, Appendix B, Performance specifications 2 


and 3 and as required in the applicable 
su 


bpart. 

3.1 Sampling. Use the CEMS data for SO. 
and O, or CO; concentrations obtained 
eee ee eee 

Determination of an F Factor. Select 
on eqplhaditet testes 20 dasiabed te lanes 
19, Section 5.2. 

3.3 Calculation of Emission Rate. 
Determine the hourly SO, emission rate as 
described in Method 19, Section 5.3. 

3.4 Calculation of the 30-Day Rolling 
Average. Calculate the mean 30-day emission 
rate using all the available hourly averages in 
ng/J (Ib/10* Btu) for 30 successive boiler 
operating days (rolling average) as follows: 


where: 

Eso= SO; emission rate as a 30-day rolling 
average; ng/J (ib/10* Btu). 

n=Total number of hourly values available 
for calculation of the 30-boiler operating 
day average. 

Eso2 =Hourly SO: emission rate, average of at 
least two 15-minute measurement values 
and determined as in Section 3.3; ng/J 
(1b/10* Btu). 


4. Manual Sampling Using Method 6B 


Method 6B may be used as either an 
intermittent sample on a schedule of at least 
one increment per 2-hour interval or a 
continuous sample for a 24-hour composite 
for analysis. Measurement of SO2 and CO 
concentration at the same exhaust location 
representative of the total emissions are 
required. An initial stratification test is 
required to verify the adequacy of the 
sampling location. The stratification test shall 
consist of three paired runs of a suitable SO. 
and CO, measurement train installed and 
operated at the candidate location and a 
secord similar train operated using a three (or 
more) point traverse. Method 6B, Method 6A, 
or a combination of Methods 6 and 3 are 
suitable measurement techniques. 

The minimum requirements for selecting 
the traverse location are as follows: Establish 
a “measurement line” that passes through the 
centroidal area and in the direction of any 
expected stratification. (The centroidal area 
is a concentric area that is geometrically 
similar to the stack or duct cross section and 
is greater that 1 percent of the stack or duct 
cross-sectional area.) If this line interferes 
with the measurement at the candidate 
location; displace the line up to 30 cm (or 5 
percent of the equivalent diameter of the 
cross section, whichever, is less) from the 
centroidal area. Locate three traverse points 
at 16.7, 50.0 and 83.3 percent of the 
measurement line. If the measurement line is 
longer than 2.4 meters and pollutant 
stratification is not expected, the tester may 
choose to locate the three traverse points on 
the line at 0.4, 1.2, and 2.0 meters from the 
stack or duct wall. This option must not be 
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not within 10 percent, choose a new location 
and repeat the stratification tests. 


42 Determination of a F, Factor. Select an 
applicable F. factor as described in Method 
19, Section 5.2. 

43 Calculation of a Boiler Operating Day 


(1b10* Btu) for successive boiler 
days (rolling averages) as follow: 


Fse=SOs emission rate 30-day rolling 
average. ng/] (Ib/10* Bra} 

eee 

n=Number of daily SO; emission rates 


obtained im the 30 boiler operating day 
period. 


5. Calculation of Emissior Rate from 
Combined Cycle-Gas Turbine Systems 

Determine the SO, emission rate from the 
steam generator as described in Method 19, 
Section 5.4 


6. Calculation when Available Emission 
Measurement Data Are Less Thar the 
Minimum 

Perform the following calculations when 
the number of data values is less than the 
minimum required in the applicable subpart 
for calculation of the 30-day rolling average- 

6.1 Mean Emission Rate. Calculate the 


"mean emission rate for the reporting period 


using all emission measurement values 
(hourly averages for CEMS and daily 
averages for fuel sampling and Method 6B} 
and the following equation: 


% 


where: 

S,=Standard deviation of the mean of the 
emission values for the reporting period, 
ng/J (1b/10* Btu). 

max=The maximum number of data values 
that should have been recorded during 
the reporting period. 

n=The number of available emission rate 
values for the reporting period-hourly 
averages for CEMS, daily averages for 
other methods. 
Confidence Limit. Calculate the upper 
and lower confidence limit for the mean 
emission rate using the following 
equation: 

E, =E-ta.95 Sg 

(Equz‘ion 19A-9} 

Ey = E + togsSe 

(Equation 19A-10) 

where: 


where: 

E=Mean SO; emission rate for the reporting 
period, ng/J (1b/10° Btu). 

n=Number of available emission rate values 
for the reporting period hourly averages 
for CEMS, daily averages for other 
methods. 

= Measured emission rate values, ng/J 

(Ib/10° Btu). 

6.2 Standard Deviation of Mean. 
Calculate the standard deviation of the mean 
of the available emission rate values using 
the following equation: 


E,=The lower confidence limit for the mean 
emission rate; ng/} a Sa 

Ey=The upper confidence limit for the mean 
emission rate; ng/} (1b/10* Btu). 

to.os = Values shown below for the indicated 
number of data points {n). 


92-151 
152 or more 


The values of this table are corrected for n- 
1 degrees of freedom. Use n equal to the 
number of emission rate 
[FR Doc. 83-28566 Filed 10-20-83: 8:45 amf 
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AGENCY: Bureau of Prisons, Justice. 
ACTION: Final rules. 


summary: In this document, the Bureau 
of Prisons is publishing its final rule on 
Designations and Transfers of D.C. 
Women Offenders. The rule concerns 
the designation of women District of 
Columbia (D.C.) Code violators to the 
Bureau of Prisons and the transfer of 
women D.C. offenders in federal 
institutions to the District of Columbia 
Department of Corrections. 

In this document, the Bureau of 
Prisons is also amending two existing 
rules. The Bureau is amending its rule on 
definitions to revise the terms “inmate” 
and “contraband” and to add the term 
“qualified health personnel”. The 
Bureau is also amending its rule on 
Searches of Housing Units, Inmates, and 
Inmate Work Areas to refine and/or 
clarify the existing rule. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 21, 1983. 
aponress: Office of General Counsel, 
Bureau of Prisons, Room 760, 320 ist 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20534. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mike Pearlman, Office of General 
Counsel, Bureau of Prisons, phone 202/ 
724-3062. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In this 
document, the Bureau of Prisons is 
publishing final and amended rules. The 
new final rule is on Designations and 
Transfers of D.C. Women Offenders. 
The rule on Searches of Housing Units, 
Inmates, and Inmate Work Areas is 
amended. In addition, the term 
“qualified health personnel” is added 
and the terms “inmate” and 
“contraband” are amended in the 
definitions section of the rules. Each of 
these subjects has been published in the 
Federal Register as a proposed rule. The 
amended definitions for “inmate” and 
“contraband” were published in the 
Federal Register January 19, 1983 (at 48 
FR 2503). The other rules were published 
in the Federal Register April 29, 1983 (at 
48 FR 19576 et seq.). Interested persons 
were invited to submit comments on the 


These comments will be considered but 


will receive no response in the Federal 


The Bureau of Prisons has determined 
that these rules are not major rules for 
the purpose of EO 12291. The Bureau of 
Prisons has determined that EO 12291 
does not apply to these rules since the 
rules involve agency management. After 
review of the law and regulations, the 
Director, Bureau of Prisons, has certified 
that these rules, for the purpose of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96— 
354), do not have a significant impact on 
a substantial number of small entities. 


Summary of Changes 
I. Designations and Transfers of D.C. 
Women Offenders 


1. Section 527.50—The phrases “will 
designate” and “will refer” are revised 
to read “designates” and “refers” 
respectively. 

2. Section 527.52—Section 527.52{a} is 
reworded, but its intent is unchanged. 

3. Section 527.53—The “Notice of 
Eligibility” form is retitled “Notice of 
Eligibility for Referral.” 

4. Section 527.54—Section 527.54{b) is 
expanded to provide the inmate with 
information on where to send a 
complaint filed under the D.C. 
Department of Corrections grievance 
procedure. 


Il. Searches of Housing Units, Inmates, 
and Inmate Work Areas 


1. Section 552.11—Comments to 
§ 552.11{a) opposed the proposed change 
allowing staff of the opposite sex to 
perform pat searches. Commenters 
suggested that such a_policy is an 
invitation to arguments, confrontations, 
and problems, that it will be sexually 
arousing, increase anxiety, and will not 
reinforce moral attitudes and behavior. 
One commenter stated that a “cross- 
sex” pat search serves no useful purpose 
except for the sexual gratification of the 
male staff member. 

As stated in the preamble to the 
proposed rule, the nature and purpose of 
the pat search, inspection of a clothed 
inmate on a routine or random basis, 
does not warrant the requirement that 
the search be done by a staff member of 
the same sex as the inmate. The pat 
search is a reasonable means by which 
the Bureau may attempt to control 
contraband in a correctional institution. 
Bureau staff are trained to make the pat 
search in a detached, professional 
manner and to conduct the search so as 
to preserve the dignity of the individual. 
A properly performed pat search, 
whether done by a man or woman, 
ordinarily should not adversely affect 
the inmate, whether man or woman, 
Staff abuse of the search procedure 


subjects the staff member to disciplinary 
action. An inmate who believes such an 
abuse has occurred may file a complaint 
through the Administrative Remedy 
Procedure (Part 542, Subpart B). 

A commenter notes that courts have 
reviewed and balanced the issues 
concerning the “conflict between the 
rights of prisoners.to a modicum of 
privacy versus the rights of staff to 
equal job opportunity.” We believe 
Bureau rules sufficiently balance these 
concerns within the constraints of 
maintaining institution security, good 
order, and discipline. The rule allows 
staff, regardless of sex, to conduct a 
search of a clothed inmate. To require 
otherwise could adversely affect staff 
work assignments, or necessita‘e a 
situation requiring a male staf’ member 
to leave his assigned post, thereby 
endangering institution security, to pat 
search a male inmate detained by a 
female staff member. While a search by 
a member of the same sex as the inmate 
is ordinarily appropriate for visual 
searches (§ 552.11(b)), inasmuch as it 
recognizes the privacy rights of an 
inmate, a similar procedure is not 
warranted for the search of a clothed 
inmate. 

Section 552.11(c) is clarified by 
inserting the phrase “Acting Warden”, 
to recognize the authorizing official in 
the absence of the Warden. Internal 
implementing instructions state that 
only the Warden or Acting Warden may 
approve a digital or simple instrument 
search. 


List of Subjects in 28 CFR Parts 500, 527, 
552 


Prisons Bureau, Justice Department, 
Prisoners. 


Conclusion 


Accordingly, pursuant to the 
rulemaking authority vested in the 
Attorney General in 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 
delegated to the Director, Bureau of 
Prisons in 28 CFR 0.96{q), 28 CFR, 
Chapter V is amended as set forth 
below. 

Dated: October 18, 1983. 

Norman A. Carlson, 
Director, Bureau of Prisons. 

Amend Subchapter A, B, and C of 28 
CFR, Chapter V as follows: 

I. Subchapter A, Part 500 is amended 
as follows: 


SUBCHAPTER A—GENERAL 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 


PART S00—GENERAL DEFINITIONS 


A. The authority citation for Part 500 
reads as follows: 
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Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301, 18 U.S.C. 4001, 4042, 
4081, 4082, 5006-5024, 5039; 28 U.S.C. 509, 510; 
28 CFR 0.95-0.99. 

B. In § 500.1, revise paragraphs (c) and 
(h) and add a new paragraph (i) to read 
as follows: 


$500.1 Definitions. 

(c) “Inmate” means any person who is 
committed to, or in the custody of, the 
U.S. Attorney General and who is 
placed in, or designated to be placed in, 
a Bureau of Prisons institution. “Inmate” 
also includes any person who is 
committed for civil contempt to an 
institution of the Bureau of Prisons. 

(h) “Contraband” is material 
prohibited by law, or by regulation, or 
material which can reasonably be 
expected to cause physical injury or 
adversely affect the security, safety, or 

order of the institution. 

(i) “Qualified health personnel” 
includes physicians, dentists, and other 
professional and technical workers who 
engage in activities within their 
respective levels of health care training 
or experience which support, 
complement, or supplement the 
administration of health care. 

Ifin Subchapter B, add Subpart F to 
Part 527. 

SBUCHAPTER B—INMATE ADMISSION, 
CLASSIFICATION, AND TRANSFER 


PART 527—TRANSFERS 


* * = * - 


Subpart F—Designations and Transters of 
D.C. Women Offenders 


Sec. 

527.50 
527.51 
527.52 


Purpose and scope. 
Definitions. 
Designation. 
527.53 Transfer Referrals. 
527.54 Grievance Procedures. 
Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301; 18 U.S.C. 4001, 4042, 
4081, 4082, 5003, 5006-5024, 5039: 28 U.S.C. 
509, 510; 286 CFR 0.95-0.99. 


Subpart F—Designations and 
Transfers of D.C. Women Offenders 


§ 527.50 Purpose and scope. 3 

(a) The Bureau of Prisons designates 
federal institutions for most female D.C. 
Code violators who are serving 
sentences of more than one year and 
who are not within nine months ‘of a 
parole eligibility, sentence expiration, or 
mandatory release date. 

(b) The Bureau of Prisons refers to the 
District of Columbia (D.C.}) Department 
of Corrections and to the D.C. Board of 
Parole for transfer consideration any 
District of Columbia female inmate in 
Bureau of Prisons custody provided the 


inmate has made a request for transfer 
and is within nine months of a parole 
eligibility, sentence expiration, or 
mandatory release date. 

572.51 Definitions. 

For purposes of this rule, the following 
definitions apply. 

(a) Parole eligibility date—the date on 
which the inmate becomes eligible for 
parole consideration. 

(b) Sentence expiration date—the 
date on which the inmate is to be 
released by good time allowances or 
other statutory means, and not by parole 
action, and with 180 days or less 
remaining on the sentence. 

(c) Mandatory release date—the date 
on which the inmate is to be released by 
good time allowances, and not by parole 
action, and with more than 180 days 
remaining on the sentence. 

(d) Appropriate District of Columbia 
officials—officials of the District of 
Columbia Department of Corrections 
— the District of Columbia Board of 
Parole. 


$527.52 Designation. 

Bureau of Prisons staff shall review all 
requests for designation of female D.C. 
Code violators to a federal institution to 
ensure that the individual is not within 
nine months of a parole eligibility, 
sentence expiration, or mandatory 
release date. When staff determine that 
the inmate is within nine months of such 
a release date, the request for 
designation shall be held in abeyance 
until a determination has been made by 
the appropriate District of Columbia 
officials with respect to the inmate's 
suitability for community placement or 
parole. 

(a) Bureau staff shall proceed with the 
designation of a federal institution for 
the inmate upon being notified that the 
appropriate District of Columbia 
officials have determined that the 
inmate is presently considered 
unsuitable for both community 
placement and for parole. 

(b) Bureau staff should not proceed 
with the designation upon being notified 
that the appropriate District of Columbia 
officials have determined that the 
inmate is considered a suitable 
candidate for community placement 
and/or parole. 


§ 527.53 Transfer referrals. 

(a) Staff, at the time of the inmate’s 
‘intitial classification, shall notify the 
inmate of her right to request referral to 
the District of Columbia and the 
procedures to be followed with respect 
to making this request. Staff shall give 
the inmate a copy of the “Notice of 
Eligibility for Referral” form to sign and 


ask that the inmate indicate on this form 
whether she wishes to be referred, at the 
time of her eligibility, for transfer to the 
District of Columbia. 

(1) When an inmate requests referral 
to the D.C. Department of 
Bureau staff shall make this referral 
when the inmate is within nine months 
of her parole eligibility, sentence 
expiration, or mandatory release date. 

(2) The inmate may choose not to be 
referred to the District of Columbia 
Department of Corrections. Staff shall 
provide an inmate who, at the time of 
initial classification, elects not to be 
referred, a second opportunity for 
referral when she is within nine months 
of her parole eligibility or upon her 
request. A copy of all declinations for 
referral by the inmate shall be 
forwarded by Bureau staff both to the 
D.C. Department of Corrections and to 
the D.C. Board of Parole. 

(b) If the D.C. Board of Parole 
indicates that the inmate's parole 
prognosis is such that they do not wish 
to have her returned to the District of 
Columbia for a hearing, and she is also 
denied acceptance by the D.C. 
Department of Corrections for 
community placement, Bureau staff are 
to use the following timetable with 
respect to a re-referral of the inmate to 
both agencies: when the inmate’s 
sentence is less than five years, a re- 
referral may occur after six months; 
where the maximum sentence is five 
years or more, she is eligible for re- 
referral in one year. 

(c) If the inmate is approved for 
community placement and/or parole by 
the appropriate District of Columbia 
officials, arrangements shall be 
coordinated between officials of the 
Bureau of Prisons and the District of 
Columbia for inmate’s transfer to the 
District of Columbia. 


§ 527.54 Grievance procedures. 

District of Columbia women wishing 
to express a formal complaint regarding 
their designation or transfer may file a 
grievance under one of the following 
procedures. 

(a) The Bureau of Prisons 
Administrative Remedy Procedure is to 
be used for matters under Bureau of 
Prisons jurisdiction. 

(b) The D.C. Department of 
Corrections grievance procedure is to be 
used for matters under the D.C. 
Department of Corrections jurisdiction. 
An inmate wishing to use this procedure 
should send a letter to-the Judicial 
Affairs Officer, D.C. Department of 
Corrections, 1923 Vermont Avenue, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20001. The letter 
should state that the inmate is filing a 





grievance under the D.C. Department of 
Corrections grievance procedure. 
SUBCHAPTER C—INSTITUTIONAL 
MANAGEMENT 


IIL. In Subchapter C, Part 552 is 
amended to read as follows: 


PART 552—CUSTODY 


Subpart B—Searches of Housing 
Units, inmates, and inmate Work Areas 


1. The authority citation for Part 552, 
Subpart B is as follows: 

Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301; 18 U.S.C. 4001, 4042, 
4081. 4082, 5015, 5039; 28 U.S.C. 509, 510; 28 
CFR 0.95-0.99. 


2. In $552.11, revise paragraph (a) and 
(c) to read as follows: 


§ 552.11 ‘Body searches of inmates. 

(a) Pat search—an inspection of an 
inmate, using the hands, that does not 
require the inmate to remove clothi 
The inspection includes a search of the 
inmate's clothing and personal effects. A 
metal detector search may be done 
under the same circumstances. Staff 
may conduct a pat search of an inmate 
on a routine or random basis to control 
contraband. 

(c) Digital or simple instrument 
search—inspection for contraband or 
any other foreign item in a body cavity 
of an inmate by use of fingers or simple 
instruments, such as an otoscope, tongue 
blade, short nasal speculum, and simple 
forcep. A digital or simple instrument 
search may be conducted only by 
designated qualified health personnel 
(for example, physicians, physician 
assistants, and nurses) upon approval of 
the Warden or Acting Warden and only 
if the Warden or Acting Warden has 
reasonable belief that gn inmate is 
concealing contraband in or on his 
person. If located, the contraband or 
foreign item may be removed 
immediately by medical staff if such 
removal can easily be effected by use of 
fingers or the simple instruments 
referred to above. Staff shall document 
all digital and simple instrument 
searches and the reasons for the 
searches in the inmate's central file. 

3. In § 552.12, revise paragraph (b) to 
read as follows: 


$552.12 X-ray, major instrument, 
fluoroscope, or surgical intrusion. 

(b) The institution physician may 
authorize use of an X-ray for medical 
reasons and only with the consent of the 
inmate. When there exists no : 
reasonable alternative, and an X-ray 
examination is determined necessary for 


the security, good order, or discipline of 
the institution, the Warden, upon 
approval of the Regional Director, may 
authorize the institution physician to 
order a non-repetitive X-ray 
examination for the purpose of 
determining if contraband is concealed 
in or on the inmate (for example: in a 
cast or body cavity). The X-ray 
examination may not be performed if it 
is determined by the institution 
physician that it is likely to result in 
serious or lasting medical injury or harm 
to the inmate. Staff shall place 
documentation of the examination and 
the reasons for the examination in the 
inmate’s central file and medical file. 
[FR Doc. 63-28773 Filed 10-20-83: &45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4410-05-M 


26 CFR Part 571 


Control, Custody, Care, Treatment, 
and instruction of inmates; Fines and 
Costs; Confinement Untii Paid 


AGENCY: Bureau of Prisons, Justice. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


summary: Bureau of Prisons is 
publishing its final rule on Fines and 
Costs. The rule provides that when a 
federal court orders an inmate confined 
until a fine and/or costs are paid, the 
Bureau of Prisons will so confine that 
inmate, -unless the inmate qualifies for 
release as an indigent under 18 U.S.C. 
3569. The rule is intended to discuss 
Bureau of Prisons procedures with 


. respect to the inmate who is ordered 


committed until a fine and/or costs are 
paid, and who requests a discharge from 
imprisonment because of indigency. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 21, 1983. 
aporess: Office of General Counsel, 
Bureau of Prisons, Room 760, 320 1st 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20534. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mike Pearlman, Office of General 
Counsel, Bureau of Prisons, phone 202/ 
724-3062. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In this 
document the Bureau of Prisons is 
publishing its final rule on Fines and 
Costs. A proposed rule on this subject 
was published in the Federal Register 
January 19, 1983 (at 48 FR 2503 et seq.). 
Public comment was invited on the 
proposed rule. Members of the public 
may submit comments on the final rule 
by writing the previously cited address. 
These comments will be considered but 
will receive no formal response in the 
Federal Register. 

The Bureau of Prisons has determined 
that this rule is not a major rule for the 
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purpose of EO 12291. After review of the 
law and regulations, the Director, 
Bureau of Prisons has certified that this 
rule, for the purpose of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-354), does not 
have a significant impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 


Public Comment/Summary of Changes 


1. Section 571.50 While we agree 
with a comment that favors increasing 
the $20.00 limitation for non-exempt 
property, the Bureau has no authority to 
raise this amount because the $20.00 
limit is set by statute. For clarity, 

§ 571.50(b) is rewritten to indicate that 
an indigent inmate may not be held past 
his regularly established release date 
solely for nonpayment of a fine. The 
phrase “court decision” in § 571.50{b) 
becomes “court decisions” in the final 
rule. These decisions are Williams v. 
Illinois, 399 U.S. 235 (1970), and Tate v. 
Short, 401 U.S. 395 (1971). 

2. Section 571.52 The phrase, 
“Promptly after the inmate's 
commitment,” is added to § 571.52(a) to 
identify when the inmate will be notified 
of the committed fine. Proposed § 571.52 
(c) and (d) are relocated in a new 
§ 571.55. As a result of this change, 
proposed § 571.52(e) becomes final 
§ 571.52(c). The final rule requires staff 
to interview an inmate who has an 
unpaid committed fine at least 75 days 
(was 60 days) prior to the inmate's 
pending release date. 

3. Section 571.54 Section 571.54 is 
retitled “Determination of indigency by 
U.S. Magistrate—inmates in federal 
institutions”. Proposed § 571.54(b) is 
relocated in a new § 571.55. As a result 
of this change, proposed § 571.54({c)-(e) 
becomes final § 571.54{b)—(d). 

4. Section 571.55 Proposed 
§§ 571.52(c}-(d) and 571.54(b) are now in 
new § 571.55, “Determination of 
indigency by U.S. Magistrate—inmates 
in contract community-based facilities 
or state institutions.” Although slightly 
reworded, the general intent of these 
sections is unchanged. 

5. Section 571.56 Based on new final 
§ 571.55, proposed § 571.55 is 
renumbered final § 571.56. In publishing 
its proposed rule, the Bureau quoted a 
portion of 18 U.S.C. 3569(a). In 
publishing this portion, the Federal 
Register deleted the phrase “or fine”. 
That phrase is now included within final 
§ 571.56(b). 


List of Subjects in 28 CFR Part 571 
Prisoners. 
Conclusion 


Accordingly, pursuant to the 
rulemaking authority vested in the 
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Attorney General in 5 U.S.C. 552{a) and 
delegated to the Director, Bureau of 
Prisons in 28 CFR 0.96(q), 28 CFR 
chapter V is amended by adding a new 
Subpart F to Part 571. 


Dated: October 18, 1983. 
Norman A. Carlson, 
Director. 

In Subchapter D, Part 571 is amended 
by adding a new Subpart F to read as 
follows: ; 


SUBCHAPTER D—COMMUNITY 
PROGRAMS AND RELEASE 


PART 571—RELEASE FROM CUSTODY 


Subpart F—Fines and Costs 


Sec. 

571.50 Purpose and scope. 

571.51 Definitions. 

571.52 Procedures—committed fines. 

571.53 Determination of indigency by 
Warden. 

571.54 Determination of indigency by U.S. 
Magistrate—inmates in Federal 
institutions. 

571.55 Determination of indigency by U.S. 
Magistrate—inmates in contract 
community-based facilities or state 
institutions. 

571.56 Review by Regional Director. 

Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301; 18 U.S.C. 3565, 3568, 

3569, 4001, 4042, 4081, 4082, 5006-5024, 5039; 

28 U.S.C. 509, 510; 28 CFR 0.95-0.99. 


Subpart F—Fines and Costs 


§ 571.50 Purpose and scope. 

When the court orders a prisoner's 
confinement until a fine and/or costs 
are paid, the Bureau of Prisons shall 
confine that inmate until the fine and/or 
costs are paid, unless the inmate 
qualifies for release under 18 U.S.C. 
3569. 

(a) An inmate who is unable to pay 
such fine and/or costs and whose non- 
exempt property does not exceed $20 
may request discharge from 
imprisonment on the basis of indigency 
(see 18 U.S.C. 3569). 

(b) 18 U.S.C. 3569 states that the 
determination of indigency may be 
made by the Warden of the federal 
institution where the inmate is confined 
or by the U.S. Magistrate. Where the 
Warden and/or U.S. Magistrate make a 
finding of non-indigency based on the 
inmate's application for a determination 
of his ability to pay the committed fine 
and/or costs, the appropriate Regional 
Director shall review the application for 
the purpose of making a final decision 
on the inmate’s discharge under 18 
U.S.C. 3569. It is to be noted that 18 
U.S.C. 3569 provides for confining an 
inmate for thirty days for nonpayment of 
a committed fine. By court decisions, an 
indigent inmate may not be held for any 
time past his regularly established 


release date for nonpayment of a fine. 
Only a person who has resources and 
refuses to pay may be held on a 
committed fine under 18 U.S.C. 3569. 


§571.51 Definitions. 


(a) Fine—a monetary penalty 
associated with an offense imposed as 
part of a judgment and commitment. 
There are two types of fines. 

(1) Committed fine—a monetary 
penzlty imposed with a condition of 
imprisonment until the fine is paid. 

(2) Non-committed Fine—a monetary 
penalty which has no condition of 
confinement imposed. 

(b) Costs of the prosecution— 
monetary costs of the legal proceeding 
which the court may levy. 

Imposition of costs is similar in legal 
effect to imposition of a fine. The court 
may also impose costs with a condition 
of imprisonment. 


§ 571.52 Procedures—committed fines. 


(a) Promptly after the inmate’s 
commitment, staff shall inform the 
inmate that there is a committed fine on 
file against the inmate, as part of the 
sentence. Staff shall then impound the 
inmate's trust fund account until the fine 
is paid except— 

(1) The inmate may spend money from 
his trust fund account for the purchase 
of commissary items not exceeding the 
maximum monthly allowance 
authorized for such purchases. 

(2) Staff may authorize the inmate to 
make withdrawals from his trust fund 
account for emergency family or 
emergency personal needs or for 
furlough purposes. 

This rule on impounding an inmate’s 
trust fund account applies only when the 
inmate is confined in a federal 
institution. It does not apply to a federal 
inmate confined in a state institution or 
a contract community-based facility. 

(b) If the inmate pays the committed 
fine, or if staff verifies payment prior to 
confinement, staff shall document 


. payment in the appropriate file and 


release the inmate’s trust fund account 
from impoundment. 

(c) Staff shall interview an inmate 
with an unpaid committed fine at least 
75 days prior to the inmate’s pending 
release date. Staff shall explain to the 
inmate that to secure release without 
paying the committed fine in full, the 
inmate must make an application, on the 
appropriate form, to either the Warden 
or the U.S. Magistrate for a 
determination on whether the inmate is 
considered indigent under 18 U.S.C. 
3569. 


571.53 Determination of indigency by 
Warden. 

An inmate in a federal institution who 
has a committed fine may apply to the 
Warden of that institution for a 
determination on the inmate’s ability to 
pay the committed fine. If application is 
made to the Warden and the Warden 
determines that the inmate is not 
indigent under 18 U.S.C. 3569, the inmate 
may elect to apply to the U.S. Magistrate 
for a determination on the inmate’s 
ability to pay the committed fine. 

(a) The Warden's decision as to the 
inmate's indigency must be made on the 
basis of the inmate's property and the 
determination as to whether such 
property exceeds “* * * $20.00 in value, 
except such as is by law exempt from 
being taken on execution for debt * * *” 
(18 U.S.C. 3569). 

(b) If the Warden finds that the 
inmate is indigent, the Warden shall 
notify the inmate that the inmate may 
take the “Pauper’s Oath” (see 18 U.S.C. 
3569) on the inmate’s regularly 
established date of release providing the 
inmate's indigency status does not 
change. 

(c) If the Warden finds that the inmate 
is not indigent under 18 U.S.C. 3569, the 
Warden shall refuse to administer the 
oath and notify the inmate in writing as 
to the reasons for this refusal. The 
Warden shall advise the inmate that, if 
the inmate disagrees with the Warden's 
non-indigency finding, an application, if 
not previously made, may be submitted 
to the nearest U.S. Magistrate for a 
determination as to the inmate's 
indigency under 18 U.S.C. 3569. The 
Warden shall also advise the inmate 
that in the event a finding of non- 
indigency is made by the Warden and, if 
submitted, a similar finding is made by 
the U.S. Magistrate, the inmate's 
application for a determination of 
indigency under 18 U.S.C. 3569 shall be 
forwarded by staff to the Regional 
Director for final disposition. 


§ 571.54 Determination of indigency by 
U.S. Magistrate—inmates in federal 
institutions. 

(a) An inmate with a committed fine 
who is imprisoned in a federal 
institution may make application 
directly to the U.S. Magistrate for a 
determination of the inmate's indigency 
under-18 U.S.C. 3569. 

(b) An inmate who elects to apply to 
the U.S. Magistrate after a finding of 
non-indigency by the Warden must 
complete a new application. Staff shall 
offer to forward the completed forms 
and any other applicable information 
the inmate chooses to the U.S. 
Magistrate. 





(c) If the U.S. Magistrate finds that the 
inmate is indigent, the U.S. Magistrate 
will administer the oath to the inmate. 
The inmate shall be released no earlier 
than the inmate's regularly established 
release date. . 

(d) If the U.S. Magistrate finds that the 
inmate is not indigent. Bureau staff shall 
forward a referral package to the 
Regional Director for a final 

. determination as to the inmate's ability 
to pay the committed fine 


§571.55 Determination of indigency by 
U.S. Magistrate—inmates in contract 
community-based facilities or state 
institutions. 


{a) Inmates with committed fines may 
be transferred to contract community- 
based facilities, to state institutions as 
boarders, or to state institutions for 
service of federal sentences 
concurrently with state sentences. 

(b) Inmates with committed fines may 
be committed directly to contract 
community-based facilities or to state 
institutions as boarders or may be 
designated to state institutions for 
service of federal sentences 
concurrently with state sentences. 

(c) An inmate with a committed fine 
who is imprisoned in a contract 
community-based facility or a state 
institution and who desires to make 
application for a determination of ability 
to pay the committed fine and/or costs 
under 18 U.S.C. 3569 must make 
application directly to the U.S. 
Magistrate. 

§571.56 Review by Regional Director. 

(a) When a finding of non-indigency is 
made by the Warden and/or U.S. 
Magistrate, staff shall forward material 
to the Regional Director who will make 
a final determination as to the inmate's 
ability to pay the committed fine. This 
authority may not be delegated below 
the level of acting Regional Director. 

(b) If the Regional Director determines 
that the “* * * retention by such convict 
of all of such property is reasonably 
necessary for his support or that of his 
family, such convict shall be released 
without further imprisonment solely for 
the nonpayment of such fine, or fine and 
costs; or if he finds that the retention by 
such convict of any part of such 
property is reasonably necessary for his 
support or that of his family, such 
convict shall be released without further 
imprisonment solely for nonpayment of 
such fine or fine and costs upon 
payment on account of his fine and 
costs, of that portion of his property in 
excess of the amount found to be 
reasonably necessary for his support or 
that of his family.” (18 U.S.C. 3569) 


(c) After making a determination as to 
the property that the inmate possesses 
in excess of what is exempt by law, and 
what property the inmate may need in 
the community, the Regional Director 
may take one of the following three 
actions: (1) release the inmate without 
any payment toward the fine; (2) require 
partial payment of the fine prior to the 
inmate's release; or (3) require payment 
of the fine in full prior to the inmate's 
release. Regardless of the action taken, 
the Regional Director shall furnish the 
inmate with a written statement stating 
the action taken and the reasons for that 
action. 

[FR Doc. 83-28774 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-05-M 


26 CFR Part 572 


Control, Custody, Care, Treatment, 
and instruction of inmates; Prison 
Overcrowding 


AGENCY: Bureau of Prisons, Justice. 
action: Interim rule. 


SUMMARY: The Bureau of Prisons is 
amending its final rule on the 
implementation of 18 U.S.C. 4205(g). The 
Bureau is experiencing overcrowding 
within its institutions. In an effort to 
alleviate this situation, the Bureau is 
publishing an interim rule authorizing an 
additional reason under which the 
Bureau may file a motion with‘the 
sentencing court to reduce the minimun 
term of the inmate's sentence to time 
served. Specifically, in order to reduce 
overcrowding, a motion under 18 U.S.C. 
4205(g) may be filed with the court, 
provided the Bureau of Prisons has 
reveived a written statement from the 
U.S. Parole Commission that the inmate 
could safely be released from prison 
under current Parole Commission 
standards, but that such a release is 
barred by a judicially imposed minimum 
sentence. The rule also identifies the 
criteria that must be met. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 5, 1983. 

Public comments on the interim rule 
must be received on or before December 
19, 1983. 
aponess: Office of General Counsel, 
Bureau of Prisons, Room 760, 320 ist 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20534. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mike Pearlman, Office of General 
Counsel, Bureau of Prisons, phone 202/ 
724-3062. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In this 
document, the Bureau of Prisons is 
publishing an interim rule on procedures 
for the implementation of 18 U.S.C. 
4205(g). A final rule on this subject was 
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published in the Federal Register Apri! 
4, 1980 (at 45 FR 23366). The present 
revision retains the rationale of 
“particularly meritorious or unusual 
circumstances which could not 
reasonably have been foreseen by the 
court at the time of sentencing.” This 
language is now contained in 

§ 572.40(a). Section 572.40{b) is new and 
authorizes the Bureau of Prisons to use 
18 U.S.C. 4205(g) to relieve prison 
overcrowding, provided the Bureau has 
received a written statement from the 
U.S. Parole Commission that the inmate 
could be safely released from prison 
under current Parole Commission 
standards, but that such a release is 
barred by a judicially imposed minimum 
sentence. This modification will assist 
the Bureau in its efforts to relieve prison 
overcrowding. In conjunction with this 
effort, the U.S. Parole Commission 
published in the Federal Register 
September 29, 1983 (at 48 FR 44525 et 
seq.) a final rule on the subject “Relief of 
Prison Overcrowding”. Their rule 
authorizes the U.S. Parole Commission 
to recommend to the Director, Bureau of. 
Prisons that a motion under 18 U.S.C. 
4205(g) be made on behalf of an inmate 
whom the Parole Commission identifies 
as otherwise suitable for release at or 
after service of the time required by the 
maximum of the Commission's 
applicable guideline range (28 CFR 2.20). 
The Parole Commission's proposed rule 
on this subject was published in the 
Federal Register May 23, 1983 (at 48 FR 
22949). The Commission stated it 
received forty-six letters from the public 
commenting on the proposal, and that 
the “majority of them strongly support 
the new rule”. 

Section 572.41 of the Bureau's rule is 
clarified by referencing the phrase 
“meritorious or unusual circumstances” 
in both the title and body of this section. 
Interim § 572.42, “Criteria for request— 
to relieve prison overcrowding”, is new. 
This section identifies the criteria to be 
met before the Bureau will submit a 
motion under 18 U.S.C. 4205(g) for the 
purpose of reducing prison 
overcrowding. This procedure may be 
used only to relieve overcrowding 
within Bureau of Prisons institutions (as 
distinguished from overcrowding within 
one or more institutions), provided the 
Bureau has been advised by the U.S. 
Parole Commission that while the 
inmate could be safely released from 
prison under current U.S. Parole 
Commission guidelines, such release is 
barred by a judicially imposed minimum 
sentence. In addition, the inmate 
ordinarily must meet the following 
criteria: The inmate does not require a 
high level of security; the inmate's 
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“severity of offense” behavior under 
U.S. Parole Commission guidelines 
ordinarily is included within Categories 
1-5; the inmate's “salient factor score” 
under U.S. Parole Commission 
guidelines ordinarily is “very good” or 
“good”; and the inmate has 
demonstrated acceptable institutional 
adjustment. The rule indicates that 
cases for reduction of sentence to 
reduce prison overcrowding are initiated 
by the Parole Commission or, on 
occasion, by the Bureau of Prisons. The 
Bureau's initiation of a request may 
occur when an inmate is not eligible to 
receive an initial hearing until ten years 
of the sentence is completed. The 
request is made to the Parole 
Commission, asking that an assessment 
be made of the inmate's status. There is 
no provision for an inmate to initiate 
such a request. 

Former § 572.42 becomes interim 
§ 572.43. Section 572.43(a)(1) is amended 
to include a sentence that the Warden is 
to promptly review a request for 
consideration under 18 U.S.C. 4205(g). 

tion 572.43(c) is amended to insert 
the phrase “or in the event of prison 
overcrowding”. Final § 572.43 becomes 
interim § 572.44. 

These amendments are not intended 
to place a burden on either the inmate or 
the public, nor to increase the risk to 
public safety. The rule allows the 
Bureau of Prisons to exercise its 
discretion under 18 U.S.C. 4205({g) by 
providing an additional basis for the 
Bureau to file a motion with the 
sentencing court to reduce an inmate’s 
minimum sentence to time served. The 
court which originally imposed the 
sentence retains the authority to 
determine if the sentence is to be 
reduced. Through the coordinated 
efforts of the sentencing court, the U.S. 
Parole Commission, and the Bureau of 
Prisons, this procedure can be 
responsive to the serious problem of 
prison overcrowding and can meliorate 
the sentences of certain carefully 
selected offenders without increasing 
the risk to public safety. For these 
reasons, the Bureau of Prisons finds 
good cause to publish this document as 
an interim rule, without a prior notice of 
proposed rulemaking, an opportunity for 
public participation, and delay in 
effective date. To provide the pyblic 
with a fuller understanding of Bureau 
procedures on the implementation of 18 
U.S.C. 4205(g), the Bureau has decided to 
republish its entire rule as an interim 
rule. The Bureau is interested in 
receiving public comments on both the 
rule and on other concepts to alleviate 
prison overcrowding without 
endangering public safety. These 


comments will be considered prior to 
publication of the final rule. 

The Bureau of Prisons has determined 
that this rule is not a major rule for the 
purpose of EO 12291. The Bureau of 
Prisons has determined that EO 12291 
does not apply to this rule since the rule 
involves agency management. After 
review of the law and regulations, the 
Director, Bureau of Prisons, has certified 
that this rule, for the purpose of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96- 
354), does not have a significant impact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities. 


List of Subjects in CFR Parts 572 
Prisoners. 
Conclusion 


Accordingly, pursuant to the 
rulemaking authority vested in the 
Attorney General in 5 U.S.C. 552{a) and 
delegated to the Director, Bureau of 
Prisons in 28 CFR 0.96(q), 28 CFR, 
Chapter V is amended as set forth 
below. 


Dated: October 18, 1983. 
Norman A. Carlson, 
Director, Bureau of Prisons. 

In Part 572, revise Subpart E to read 
as follows: 


PART 572—PAROLE 


Subpart E—Procedures for the 
implementation of 18 U.S.C. 4205(g) 
Sec. 
57240 Purpose and scope. 
57241 Initiation of request—meritorious or 
unusual circumstances. 
572.42 Criteria for request—to relieve prison 
overcrowding. 
572.43 Approval of request. 
572.44 Denial of request. 
Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301; 18 U.S.C. 4001, 4042, 
4081, 4062, 4205, 5015, 5039; 28 U.S.C. 509, 510; 
28 CFR 0.95-0.99. 


Subpart E—Procedures for the 
implementation of 18 U.S.C. 4205(g) 


$572.40 Purpose and scope. 

Under 18 U.S.C. 4205(g), a sentencing 
court, on motion of the Bureau of 
Prisons, may make an inmate 
immediately eligible for parole by 
reducing the minimum term of the 
sentence to time served. 

(a) The Bureau uses 18 U.S.C. 4205(g) 
in particularly meritorious or unusual 
circumstances which could not 
reasonably have been foreseen by the 
court at the time of sentencing. This 
section may be used, for example, if 
there is an extraordinary in an 
inmate's personal or family situation or 
if an inmate becomes severely ill. 

(b) The Bureau may also use 18 U.S.C. 
4205(g) to relieve prison overcrowding, 


provided the Bureau has received a 


written statement from the U.S. Parole 
Commission that the inmate safely could 
be released from prison under current 
Parole Commission standards (see 18 
U.S.C. 4206 and 26 CFR 2.20), but that 
such a release is barred by a judicially 
imposed minimum sentence. 


$572.41 Initiation of request—meritorious 
or unusual circumstances 

(a) An inmate may submit a written 
request for a motion under 18 U.S.C. 
4205{g) to the Warden. An inmate may 
initiate a request for consideration 
under 18 U.S.C. 4205(g) only when there 
are particularly meritorious or unusual 
circumstances which could not 
reasonably have been foreseen by the 
court at the time of sentencing. In the 
request, the inmate shall relate the 
meritorious or unusual circumstances 
that the inmate believes warrant 
consideration. In addition, the inmate 
shall include the following information 
in the request: 

(1) Offense, 

(2) Plea, 

(3) Length and date of sentence, 

(4) Name and location of sentencing 
court, 

(5) Date service of sentence began, 

(6) Parole eligibility date, and 

(7) Mandatory release date. 

(b) The Bureau of Prisons processes a 
request made by another person on 
behalf of an inmate in the same manner 
as an inmate's request. Staff shall refer a 
request received at the Central Office or 
at a Regional Office to the Warden of 
the institution where the inmate is 
confined. 


To help reduce prison overcrowding, 
the Bureau of Prisons may, in its 
unreserved discretion, also make a 
motion under 18 U.S.C. 4205(g) to reduce 
the minimum term of the inmate's 
sentence to time served, provided the 
following criteria are met. 

(a) The Bureau of Prisons is 
experiencing overcrowding within its 
institutions. 

(b) The Bureau of Prisons has been 
advised by the U.S. Parole Commission 
that, while the inmate could safely be 
released from prison under current U.S. 
Parole Commission standards, such 
release is barred by a judicially imposed 
minimum sentence. 

(c) Bureau of Prisons staff will 
evaluate an inmate referred by the U.S. 
Parole Commission for consideration 
under 18 U.S.C. 4205(g). Bureau staff 
must determine that an inmate meets the 
following criteria before the inmate may 
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be considered, on the basis of prison 
overcrowding, for referral under 18 
U.S.C. 4205(g)}. 

(1) The inmate is identified by the 
Bureau as not requiring a high level of 
security. 


(2) The inmate's “Severity of Offense” 
behavior under U.S. Parole Commission 
guidelines ordinarily is included within 
Category 1-5 (see 47 FR 56334 et segq.). 

(3) The inmate's “Salient Factor 
Score” under U.S. Parole Commission 
guidelines {28 CFR 2.20) is ordinarily in 
the “very good” or “good” range. 

(4) The inmate has demonstrated 
acceptable institutional adjustment. 

{d) To help reduce prison 
overcrowding, the Bureau of Prisons 
may, on occasion, initiate a request to 
the U.S. Parole Commission. This 
request will ask that an inmate's status 
be assessed with respect to whether the 
Parole Commission believes the inmate 
could safely be released from prison 
under current U.S. Parole Commission 
standards, although such release is 
barred by a judicially imposed minimum 
sentence. This request ordinarily occurs 
with an inmate who has a sentence of 30 
or more years, and who, under 28 CFR 
2.2, is not eligible to receive an initial 
hearing until ten years of the sentence is 
completed. 

(e) Under the procedures of this 
§ 572.42, cases for reduction of sentence 
to reduce prison overcrowding are 
initiated by the Bureau of Prisons or 
Parole Commission staff. There is no 
provision for an inmate to initiate a 
request for a reduction of sentence for 
the purpose of reducing prison 
overcrowding. 


§ 572.43 Approval of request. 

(a) The Bureau of Prisons makes a 
motion under 18 U.S.C. 4205{g) only after 
review of the request by the Warden, 
the Regional Director, the General 
Counsel, the Medical Director or the 
Assistant Director, Correctional 

ms Division, and with the 


. approval of the Director, Bureau of 


Prisons. 

(1) The Warden shall promptly review 
a request for consideration under 18 
U.S.C. 4205{g}. If the Warden upon an 
investigation of the request determines 
that the request warrants approval, the 
Warden shall refer the matter in writing 
with recommendation to the Regional 
Director. 

(2) If the Regional Director determines 
that the request warrants approval, the 
Regional Director shall prepare a 
written recommendation and refer the 
matter to the Office of General Counsel, 

(3) If the General Counsel determines 
that the request warrents approval, the 
General Counsel shall solicit the opinion 
of either the Medical Director or the 
Assistant Director, Correctional 
Programs Division depending upon the 
nature of the basis for the request. With 
this opinion, the General Counsel shall 
forward the entire matter to the 
Director, Bureau of Prisons, for final 
decision. 

(4) If the Director, Bureau of Prisons, 
grants a request, the Director shall ask 
the U.S. Attorney in the district in which 
the inmate was sentenced to move the 
sentencing court on behalf of the Bureau 
of Prisons to reduce the minimum term 
of the inmate’s sentence to time served. 


(b) Upon receipt of notice that the 
sentencing court has entered an order 
granting the motion under 18 U.S.C. 
4205(g). the Warden of the institution 
where the inmate is confined shall 
schedule the inmate for hearing on the 
earliest Parole Commission docket. 

(c) In event of medical emergency 
certified by the physician of the 
institution where the inmate is confined, 
or in the event of prison overcrowding, 
staff shall expedite the request at all 
levels. 


§57244 Denial of request. 

(a) When an inmate's request is 
denied by the Warden or Regional 
Director, the Warden or Regional 
Director shall provide the inmate with a 
written notice and statement of reasons 
for the denial. The inmate may appeal 
the denial through the Administrative 
Remedy Procedure (Part 542, Subpart B). 

(b) When an inmate's request for 
consideration under 18 U.S.C. 4205{g) is 
denied by the General Counsel, the 
General Counsel shall provide the 
inmate with a written notice and 
statement of reasons for the denial. This 
denial constitutes a final administrative 
decision. 

(c) When the Director, Bureau of 
Prisons, denies an inmate's request, the 
Director shall provide the inmate with a 
written notice and statement of reasons 
within 20 workdays after receipt of the 
referral from the Office of General 
Counsel. A denial by the Director 
constitutes a final administrative 
decision. 

{FR Doc. 83-28775 Filed 10-20-83; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-05-m 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Bureau of Prisons 


Modification to List of Bureau of 
Prisons Institutions 


AGENCY: Department of Justice, Bureau 
of Prisons. 


ACTION: Notice. 


summary: Attorney General Order No. 


646-76 (41 FR 14805), as amended, 
classifies and lists the various Bureau of 
Prisons institutions. Attorney General 
Order No. 960-81, Reorganization 
Regulations, published in the Federal 
Register October 27, 1981 (at 46 FR 52339 
et seq.) delegated to the Director, Bureau 
of Prisons, in 28 CFR 0.96(r), the 
authority to establish and designate 
Bureau of Prisons institutions. A 
consolidated listing of Bureau 
institutions was published in the Federal 
Register March 5, 1982 (at 47 FR 9754). 
The present document is intended to 
modify this listing by deleting Florence, 
Arizona as a Federal Detention Center 
and to recognize that the Bureau’s 

prison camp in Montgomery, Alabama 


includes the use of both Maxwell Air 
Force Base and Gunter Air Force 
Station. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: Federal Detention 
Center, Florence, Arizona—July 1, 1983; 
Maxwell Air Force Base/Gunter Air 
Force Station, Montgomery, Alabama— 
October 21, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mike Pearlman, Office of General 
Counsel, Bureau of Prisons, 320 First 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20534 
(202-724-3062). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice is not a rule within the meaning 
of the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 
U.S.C. 551(4), the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act, 5 U.S.C. 601(2), or Executive Order 
No. 12291, Sec. 1(a). 

The Bureau's detention center in 
Florence, Arizona was closed earlier 
this year. This closing was possible 
because the Bureau's new Metropolitan 
Correctional Center in Tucson, Arizona 
could absorb the small Florence 
population and was more convenient to 
the court. With respect to the Federal 
prison camp in Montgomery, Alabama, 


the agreement to house Federal 
prisoners includes the use of both 
Maxwell Air Force Base and Gunter Air 
Force Station. To reflect this intent, this 
notice includes Gunter Air Force Station 
as a place of confinement for Federal 
prisoners. 


By virtue of the authority vested in the 
Attorney General in 18 U.S.C. 4001, 4003, 
4042, 4081, and 4082 and delegated to the 
Director, Bureau of Prisons by 28 CFR 
0.96{r), the Notice on Modification to 
List of Bureau of Prisons Institutions as 
published in the Federal Register March 
5, 1982, is amended as follows: 

(1) In paragraph C, subsection (5) is ~ 
retitled Maxwell Air Force Base/Gunter 
Air Force Station, Montgomery, 
Alabama. 


(2) Delete paragraph E, by removing 
Federal Detention Center, Florence, 
Arizona. 

(3) Redesignate existing paragraph F 
as new paragraph E. 

Norman A. Carlson, 

Director, Bureau of Prisons. 

[FR Doc. 83-28776 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-05- 
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AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
to petition for 


reconsideration of Missouri lead plan 
: : ii 


implementation plans for lead. 


summary: Three Missouri lead smelters 


submitted a petition for reconsideration 
of the Environmental! Protection 
Agency's (“EPA”) disapproval of 
portions of the Missouri State 
Implementation Plan for lead 
promulgated on April 27, 1981 (46 FR 
23412). The smelters asked EPA to 
reconsider its disapproval! of the plan's 
attainment date and dispersion 


This notice announces EPA's decision 

to grant in full the smelters’ petition 

ing the attainment date for the 
Missouri lead SIP, to grant in part the 
smelters’ request for recalculation of 
two attainment date extensions, and to 
find that the AMAX and St. Joe lead 
smelters satisfied the modeling 
requirements of 40 CFR 51.84 (1981). 
EPA has decided that the modeling issue 
is moot for the ASARCO smelter. This 
notice also announces that EPA is 
modifying its policy on the attainment 
date for all lead SIPs. 

Elsewhere in today’s Federal Register, 
EPA is proposing to approve the 
portions of the Missouri lead SIP 
relating to the attainment date and the 
dispersion modeling for the AMAX and 
St. Joe smelters. In a separate notice, 
EPA is also proposing to approve a new 
modeling study for the ASARCO smelter 
but disapprove its control strategy. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dewayne Durst, Air Branch, U.S. EPA 
Region VII, 324 E. 11th Street, Kansas 
City, Missouri 64106, (816) 374-3791 (for 
issues pertaining to the Missouri plan): 
John Ulfelder, Office of General 
Counsel, U.S. EPA, 401 M Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20460, (202) 382-7615 
(for issues pertaining to the attainment 
date policy). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


Pursuant to Section 109 of the Clean 
Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7409, EPA 


promulgated primary and secondary 
national ambient air quality standards 
for lead on October 5, 1978 (43 FR 
46246). Under Section 110{a){1). 42 
U.S.C. 7410{a){1), within 9 months of this 
promulgation each state was required to 
submit a State Implementation Plan 
(“SIP”) to provide for attainment and 
maintenance of the lead standards. 

Under Section 110{a)({2), 42 U.S.C. 
7410{a)(2), each SIP must provide for 
attainment of a primary standard “as 
expeditiously as practicable, but in no 
case later than three years from the date 
of approval of such plan.” Under Section 
110{e), 42 U.S.C. 7410{e) a state may 
request a two-year extension of this 
three-year deadline if it demonstrates 
that necessary technology will not be 
available soon enough to provide for 
attainment within three years. 

EPA promulgated regulations 
establishing specific requirements for 
lead SIPs on October 5, 1978 (43 FR 
46264). These regulations were codified 
as 40 CFR 51.80-51.87. They supplement 
more general SIP requirements codified 
in 40 CFR Part 51. 

They include a requirement that the 
attainment demonstration as it relates to 
significant point sources of lead be 
based on dispersion modeling. 40 CFR 
51.84 (1981). Missouri's submittal 
contained control strategies for 
stationary and mobile sources of lead, 
an attainment date, an attainment 
demonstration, and a request for a two- 
year extension of the attainment date 
for the areas around the St. Joe and 
AMAX primary lead smelters. 

On April 27, 1981 EPA published its 
final rulemaking on the Missouri lead 
SIP. 46 FR 23412. EPA approved all 
portions of the SIP except the 
attainment date and the modeling for 
the three primary lead smelters. On June 
30, 1981, the AMAX, St. Joe, and 
ASARCO lead smelters submitted a 
petition for reconsideration of the 
disapprovals. EPA's principal reasons 
for granting this petition are explained 
below." 


Discussion 
1. The Attainment Date Issue 


Section 110{a)}(2){A), 42 U.S.C. 
7410{a)(2){A), requires all SIPs to 
provide for the attainment of a primary 


* The Clean Air Act does not contain criteria for a 
petition for reconsideration of an approval or 
disapproval of a SIP submitted under Section 
110{a)}{1). However, Section 4{e) of the 7 
Administrative Procedure Act establishes a general 
right to petition for “issuance, amendment or 
repeal” of an agency rule. 5 U.S.C. 553{e}. See also 
Oljato Chapter of the Navajo Tribe v. Train, 515 
F.2d 654 (D.C. Cir. 1975). EPA is treating the 
smelters’ petition as a petition for revision under 
Section 4{e). 


NAAQS “as expeditiously as 
practicable but. . . in no case later than 
three years for the date of approval of 
such plan.* * *” 

When EPA promulgated the final lead 
NAAQS in October 1978, it announced 
that all lead SIPs would have to provide 
for attainment of the primary standard 
“no later than October of 1982.” See the 
“Dates” section of the preamble to the 
lead standard, 43 FR 46246 (October 5, 
1978). In making this assertion, EPA was 
interpreting the statutory language 
quoted above as requiring all SIPs to 
provide for attainment no later than 
three years from the date that EPA's 
approval was required to occur under 
the specific timetable for SIP 
development contained in Sections 
110{a)(1) and 110{a)(2). Under that 
timetable, all states must submit SIPs 
within nine months of the promulgation 
of a new NAAQS. Section 110{a)(1), 42 
U.S.C. 7410{a)(1). EPA must approve or 
disapprove each SIP within 4 months of 
its submittal. Section 110{a)(2), 42 U.S.C. 
7410(a){2). The plan must then provide 
for attainment within three years of 
EPA's approval. Adding together all 
these time intervals, EPA concluded that 
the Clean Air Act requires all SIPs to 
provide for attainment of a primary 
NAAQS within four years and one 
month of the promulgation of the 
standard. As the lead standard was 
promulgated in early October 1978, EPA 
calculated that the latest attainment 
date for lead would be the end of 
October 1982.? 

Missouri's lead submittal did not 
provide for attainment in all areas of the 
State by October 1982. Instead, the 
submittal stated that the attainment 
date for lead in most areas would be 
three years from the actual date of 
EPA's approval of a Missouri lead SIP. 
In addition, for the areas around the St. 
Joe and AMAX primary lead smelters, 
the State asserted that it would not be 
possible to attain within three years. 
Therefore, the State requested a two- 
year extension of the attainment date 
pursuant to Section 110(e). 

EPA proposed to disapprove the 
State's attainment date because it did 
not conform to the October 1982 date 
contained in the preamble to the lead 
standard. However, EPA was able to 
propose approval of the State's 
extension request because it found that - 
the areas around the AMAX and St. Joe 


2 EPA's final rulemaking does not specify a 
uniform national date for extensions under Section 
110{e). However, under the same logic, the latest 
attainment date for an area which received a two- 
year extension would have to be October 1984. 
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The AMAX and St. Joe lead smelters 
submitted comments arguing that the 
State’s attainment date was supported 
by the literal of Section 
110({a){2), which states simply that a 
plan must provide for attainment no 
later than three years from the date of 
EPA’s approval. The smelters also 
pointed out that EPA had used a 
“literal” interpretation in other SIP 
actions involving other pollutants. 

EPA decided not to modify its 
proposed disapproval. In its response to 
public comments. EPA explained that it 
had interpreted Section 110{a){2) in the 
broader context of the timetable for 
attainment provided in Sections 
110{a)(1) and 110(a)(2). EPA also argued 
that the “uniform date” interpretation 
was necessary for policy reasons. EPA 
explained that an “open” date keyed to 
the actual date of an EPA approval 
would impose a competitive 
disadvantage on sources located in 
environmentally aggressive states which 
submitted plans quickly. EPA also noted 
that the other EPA rulemakings the 
smelters had cited all involved EPA 
promulgations of federal plans rather 
than EPA approvals of state plans. 

The petition for reconsideration 
submitted on June 30, 1981 repeats all of 
the arguments raised in the comments 
on EPA's proposed disapproval. 
However, it contains one significant 
item of new information. The smelters 
note that EPA used a literal 
interpretation of Section 110{a)(2) in 
approving an April 15, 1977 attainment 
date for the Ohio SIP for particulate 
matter (“PM”). 41 FR 2099 (January 14, 
1976).* The smelters also directed EPA's 
attention to the decision of the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit in 
NOLA v. EPA, 572 F.2d 1143 (1978). In 
that case a citizens group challenged 
EPA's approval of the 1977 date for the 
Ohio PM SIP, claiming that the statutory 
time schedule in Section 110 established 
a uniform attainment date. The Sixth 
Circuit upheld EPA’s approval, finding: 

[Cjontrary to the claim of petitioner NOLA, 
the statutory scheme governing SIPs does not 
fix a calendar date for attainment. On the 
other hand, Congress did employ calendar 
dates for attainment of automobile emission 
standards. Therefore, Congress’ failure to set 


3 Despite the problem with the attainment dates, 
EPA approved the plans’s control strategy. EPA 
found that the control strategy would provide for 
sufficient emission reductions in all areas of the 
State to meet the lead standards by October 1984 
(for the two extension areas) or by October 1982 
(for all other areas). 


‘EPA promulgated national standards for PM in 
1971. See 36 FR 22384. Under the uniform date 
theory. the Ohio SIP for PM should have provided 
for attainment no later than mid-1975. 


a similar calendar date impresses us with its 
intention that the language of “three years 
from the date of approval” should have more 
flexible meaning. 

Upon reconsideration, EPA has been 
persuaded by the Sixth Circuit's 
reasoning to return to the more literal 
interpretation of Section 110{a)(2(A) 
that the Agency followed in approving 
the Ohio PM SIP. Elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register EPA is publishing a 
notice proposing to approve the 
attainment date in the Missouri lead SIP. 
Since EPA approved the SIP in April 
1981, the proposed attainment date 
would be April 1984. 

The petition for reconsideration also 
requested EPA to recalculate the 
attainment date extension granted for 
the AMAX and St. Joe smelters based 
on the date of actual EPA approval 
rather than the uniform attainment date. 
The petition asserts the extended 
attainment date should be April 1986, 
two years after the April 1984 
attainment date. 

EPA agrees that recalculation of the 
extension is appropriate in light of the 
change to the attainment date. EPA, 
however, does not believe that a full 
two-year extension is warranted. The 
Missouri lead plan demonstrates that 
attainment will be achieved in the areas 
around the AMAX and St. Joe smelters 
in October 1984. Since Section 110{a)(2) 
requires all SIPs to provide for 
attainment as expeditiously as 
practicable, and the SIP shows that an 
October 1984 date is practicable, EPA 
cannot approve an extension that would 
give the State more time. In the notice 
published elsewhere in today’s Federal 
Register, EPA is proposing to approve an 
extension of the attainment date for the 
areas around these two smelters from 
April 1984 to October 1984. , 

This change in interpretation of 
Section 110{a)(2){A) applies to all states. 
States which have not yet received EPA 
approval! for such SIPs may be entitled 
to revise their attainment dates. Section 
110{a)}(2), however, also requires 
attainment to be achieved “as 
expeditiously as practicable”. Therefore, 
states which have approved plans that 
demonstrate that it is practicable to 
attain the lead standard by October 
1982 would not be able to obtain 
extensions based on this change in 
policy. 

2. The Dispersion Modeling Issue 


EPA's regulations for lead SIPs require 
the demonstration of attainment for 
each area around certain major point 
sources of lead to be based on 
“atmospheric dispersion modeling.” 40 
CFR 51.84 (1981). Demonstrations for 
other areas may be based on a 


proportional 
“rollback” 
(1981). 

Missouri's SIP submittal explained 
that the State had performed dispersion 
modeling for the AMAX and St. Joe lead 
smelters, but found that lead 
concentrations predicted by the 
modeling bore no correlation to the 
actual lead concentrations recorded by 
the monitors in the vicinity of the 
smelters. In some cases, according to the 
submittal, the modeling predicted 
concentrations much higher than the 
values recorded by the monitors; in 
other cases the i were much 
lower. Missouri attributed the problems 
to complex terrain and a lack of reliable 
estimates of emission rates for fugitive 
lead emissions.* The State’s submittal 
did not describe any attempts to use 
dispersion modeling as to the ASARCO 
smelter, but it implied that there would 
have been similar problems if it had 
tried to do so. 

Missouri concluded that it could not 
rely on the modeled concentrations for 
calculating the amount of emission 
reductions needed to attain the lead 
standards and therefore did not submit 
its dispersion modeling studies for EPA 
review. Instead, Missouri based its 
attainment demonstrations for the 
AMAX and St Joe smelters on rollback 
modeling and data from monitors 
located near the smelters. For the 
ASARCO smelter, monitoring data 
showed that there were no violations of 
the lead standards. Since there were no 
readings above the level of the lead 
standard, there was no reason to 
perform rollback modeling to determine 
the amount by which the smelter’s 
emissions should be reduced. 
Consequently, the State relied on the 
monitoring data alone for the ASARCO 
smelter. 

In the notice of proposed rulemaking, 
EPA agreed that, under some 
circumstances, terrain problems and 
inaccurate or non-existent fugitive 
emission rates could make it difficult to 
perform reliable modeling. However, 


equation known as 
modeling.* 40 CFR 51.83, 51.85 


5 A “rollback” model consists of a fairly simple 
mathematical equation that estimates the amount of 
emission reductions needed in an area by 
comparing measured ambient pollutant 
concentrations to the NAAQS. Atmospheric 
dispersion models are much more complex 
mathematical “descriptions” of the dispersion of 
pollutants through the atmosphere. Typically. actual 
data on source emissions, local meteorology, local 
topography and background air concentrations are 
fed into a computer which calculates ambient 
pollutant concentrations in the vicinity of a source. 

°“Fugitive” emissions are emissions that do not 
pass into the atmosphere through a stack or vent. 
Examples include emissions witich escape from 
openings in furnaces or dust which escapes from 
storage piles. 





EPA explained that it could not 
determine whether Missouri had 
encountered these types of problems 
unless the State submitted its modeling 
studies to EPA for review. 45 FR 85481, 
85483 (Dec. 29, 1980). Therefore, it 
proposed to disapprove the SIP as to all 
three smelters on the that the 
State had failed to satisfy 40 CFR 51.84. 

The AMAX and St. Joe lead 
companies and the State of Missouri 
submitted comments objecting to EPA's 
disapproval as to the AMAX and St. Joe 
smelters. They argued that Missouri had 
fulfilled the requirements of 40 CFR 
51.84 by performing dispersion 
modeling. They also felt that 
disapproval was unnecessary if EPA 
was willing to accept the rollback 
modeling. However, the State did not 
submit its dispersion modeling to EPA 
for review. 

EPA's final action disapproved the SIP 
as to all three smelters for failure to 
satisfy the dispersion modeling 
requirement because the State still had 
not submitted its dispersion modeling 
studies. 46 FR 23412, 23415 (April 27, 
1981). It also requested the State to 
submit modeling for all three smelters 
within twelve months. 

The smelters’ petition for 
reconsideration correctly points out that 
EPA received new information 
concerning the State’s modeling efforts 
after the final action on the lead SIP. On 
June 10, 1981, EPA personnel had an 
opportunity to review the modeling the 
State had performed for the AMAX and 
St. Joe lead smelters. At that meeting, 
the EPA reviewers agreed that the 
modeling studies did not produce 
reliable predictions of lead 
concentrations in the vicinity of the two 
smelters. As explained in a technical 
memorandum prepared by EPA's Region 
VII Office,” EPA attributed the problem 
to a lack of accurate local 
meteorological data and a lack of 
specific data relating to emission rates 
from the AMAX and St. Joe lead 
smelters.*® 

Since EPA has not found that it was 
not possible to perform reliable 
dispersion modeling for the AMAX and 
St. Joe lead smelters at the time the SIP 
was written, EPA concludes that the 


* Copies of this memorandum. entitled “Modeling 
Performed by Missouri for Primary Lead Smelters in 
Conjunction with Lead SIP Preparation.” October 
28, 1962, may be obtained from EPA's Region VII 
Office at the address above. 


emission factors for any of the three lead smelters 
in Missouri. In fact. EPA believes that it is possible 
to develop better data.“ind continues to urge the 
smelters and the states to do so. EPA merely 
intends to recognize that such data was not 
available at the time the State developed and 
submitted its SIP. 


State used the most accurate methods 
available to it in performing its 
attainment demonstration for those 
smelters. Consequently, EPA believes 
that it should approve those 
demonstrations as satisfying 40 CFR 
51.84. In making this determination, EPA 
is relying on the intent which underlies 
this regulatory provision. EPA wrote the 
regulation to insure that states would 
use the most reliable methods available 
in demonstrating attainment of the lead 
standard, judging that, as a general 
matter, dispersion modeling would be 
the best available technique.® Where, 
however, a state has shown that 
dispersion modeling would not produce 
reliable results, EPA believes that 
Section 51.84 should be read to allow 
the use of other techniques that do 
produce reasonably reliable results. In 
such circumstances, a literal 
interpretation of § 51.84 would produce 
the highly undesirable result of requiring 
a state to base a control strategy on an 
inaccurate attainment demonstration. 
The underlying goals of Section 110 of 
the Act—attainment and maintenance of 
the ambient standards—would be better 
served by a more flexible interpretation 
allowing the use of other techniques 
where they have been shown to be more 
reliable. Elsewhere in today’s Federal 
Register, EPA is proposing therefore to 
approve the dispersion modeling 
portions of the lead SIP submitted by 
Missouri in 1980. Interested persons are 
invited to comment on this proposal. '® 

. In the April 1981 final action, EPA 
confirmed that modeling had not been 
attempted for the ASARCO smelter 
prior to the submittal of the SIP. The 


* In fact, in the preamble to EPA's final rules for 
lead SIPs. EPA explained that monitoring generally 
would be more reliable than modeling in 
determining the ambient impact of sources which 
emit large quantities of fugitive emissions. However, 
EPA explained that it was requiring modeling 
because adequate monitoring networks would not 
be available by the time the lead SIPs were due. See 
43 FR 46265 (October 5, 1978). 

It should be noted that steps are being taken to 
improve the data base for the control strategy for 
the AMAX and St. Joe lead smelters. As EPA noted 
in its April 1961 final action, the State and the 
smelters committed to install long-term monitoring 
networks around each of the lead smelters that 
comply with EPA's “Guidance for Lead Monitoring 
in the Vicinity of Point Sources” (January 1981). See 
46 FR 23412, 23414 (April 27, 1981). These networks, 
which are not required under EPA's lead SIP 
regulations, should permit the State to reassess the 
adequacy of the attainment demonstrations and, if 
necessary, revise the control strategies. In fact, 
monitoring networks began operating at the AMAX 
and St. Joe lead smelters on July 1, 1982. See the 
technical memorandum described in note 7. A long- 
term network has not been installed at the 
ASARCO smelter, but, as explained below, the 
State has submitted dispersion modeling for this 
smelter which EPA is proposing to approve. EPA 
recommends, however, that the State and ASARCO 
instal] a long-term monitoring network to provide 
continuing data on lead levels in the vicinity of the 
ASARCO smelter. 
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technical memorandum described above 
explains that, although more specific 
data on meteorology and fugitive 
emissions were available for this 
smelter, the data were not in a form that 
could have been used in a dispersion 
model. Moreover, since the ASARCO 
smelter is located in complex terrain, it 
would have been necessary to make 
adjustments to a flat-terrain model to 
produce reliable results. 

In any event, after EPA disapproved 
the SIP, ASARCO and the State made 
the necessary adjustments to the data 
and model and performed a dispersion 
modeling study of the smelter’s 
emissions. The State has submitted this 
study to EPA as a SIP revision. 
Elsewhere in today’s Federal Register, 
EPA is proposing to find that this 
modeling study meets the requirements 
of 40 CFR 51.84." Thus, the modeling 
issue is moot as to the ASARCO 
smelter, and EPA finds it unnecessary to 
reconsider its disapproval for lack of 
modeling as it relates to this smelter. 


Conclusion 


For the reasons explained above, EPA 
is taking the following actions on the 
petition for reconsideration: 

(1) granting the request to reconsider 
the attainment date; 

(2) granting the request to reconsider 
the attainment date extensions, but 
proposing elsewhere to provide only a 
portion of the additional time requested; 

(3) granting the request to reconsider 
the dispersion modeling determinations 
for the AMAX and St. Joe smelter; and 

(4) finding that the reconsideration of 
the modeling issue is moot as to the 
ASARCO smelter. 

In granting this petition, EPA 
expresses no opinion as to the 
feasibility of performing dispersion 
modeling for other lead smelters in other 
states. EPA notes that other states 
which have not completed their lead 
plans have now had over two years 
longer than Missouri had to produce its 
plan, which was submitted to EPA in 
September—December 1980. 

This determination is a final action of 
local or regional application. It may be 
challenged only by filing a petition for 
review in the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Eighth Circuit within 60 
days of today’s date. 

Dated: October 17, 1983. 

William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator. 

{FR Doc. 83-28570 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 

** As a result of its review of the modeling EPA is 
also proposing to find that the current control 
strategy for the ASARCO smelter does not 
adequately provide for attainment and maintenance 
of the lead standard. This proposal, however, does 
not affect the adequacy of the dispersion modeling 


at issue here. : 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 52 
[MO 987; A-7-FRL 2340-5) 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION: Proposal to Disapprove a 
Portion of the Missouri Lead SIP. 


SUMMARY: On July 7, 1982, Missouri 
submitted a revision to their lead SIP. 
Corrections to the revision were 
submitted on January 10, 1983. The State 
submittal contains a re-evaluation of the 
adequacy of the lead control strategy for 
the ASARCO primary lead smelter in 
Glover, Missouri. The re-evaluation 
included dispersion modeling to predict 
ambient lead concentrations in the 
vicinity of the smelter. EPA concludes 
that this modeling meefs the 
requirements for atmospheric dispersion 
modeling in areas around significant 
point sources of lead, such as lead 
smelters, contained in 40 CFR 51.84. 
Based upon the modeling results, the 
state concluded that the control strategy 
for the ASARCO smelter is adequate to 
show attainment and maintenance of 
the lead standard in the vicinity of the 
plant. However, based upon the 
information submitted by the State and 
supplemented by modeling performed 
by EPA, EPA has concluded that there 
are predicted violations of the lead 
standard near ASARCO. Therefore, EPA 
is proposing to disapprove the control 
strategy for the ASARCO primary lead 
smelter because it does not provide for 
attainment and maintenance of the 
ambient air quality standard for lead. 
No other portions of the Missouri lead 
SIP are affected by this proposed action. 
DATE: Written comments are due on or 
before December 20, 1983. 
ADDRESSES: Copies of the submission, 
and technical support material which 
explain EPA's actions are available for 
review at the following addresses: 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region VII, Air Branch, Room 1415, 
324 East 11th Street, Kansas City, 
Missouri 64106 
Missouri Department of Natural 
Resource, 1101 Rear Southwest 
Boulevard, Jefferson City, Missouri 
65102 
Written comments should be sent to: 
Dewayne E. Durst, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region VII; Air 
Branch, 324 East 11th Street, Kansas 
City Missouri 64106. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dewayne E. Durst at the above address 
or call (816) 374-3791, FTS: 758-3791. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
September 2, 1980, Missouri submitted a 
lead SIP for attainment and 
maintenance of the national ambient air 
quality standards (NAAQS) for lead in 
the state. On April 27, 1981, EPA took 
final action on the Missouri lead SIP (46 
FR 23412). The SIP was approved except 
for two portions: (1) The attainment date 
for meeting the lead standard and (2) 
dispersion modeling at the three primary 
lead smelters in the state as required by 
§ 51.84 of 40 CFR. Subsequent to the 
final rulemaking the owners of the three 
primary lead smelters submitted a 
petition for reconsideration of EPA's 
dispproval of these two portions of 
Missouri's SIP. Elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register, EPA is granting that 
petition for reconsideration and is 
proposing to approve the attainment 
date and modeling portions of the 
Missouri lead SIP. This proposal to find 
the control strategy for the ASARCO 
smelter deficient is based upon new 
information which was submitted since 
final action was taken on the original 
SIP submission. This new information 
was developed as part of the re- 
evaluation of the control strategy for the 
ASARCO smelter. The Missouri SIP 
requires that the control strategies for 
all primary lead smelters in the state be 
re-evaluated to determine their 
adequacy after implementation of 
control measures at the plants. The 
control strategies for the other two 
primary smelters will be re-evaluated at 
a later date after at least one year of 
ambient monitoring data is available at 
those plants. The monitoring was 
started at those plants on July 1, 1982. 
ASARCO chose to perform dispersion 
modeling rather than ambient 
monitoring to determine the adequacy of 
the control strategy for their plant. EPA 
and Missouri concurred in the modeling 
approach. 


The Modeling for ASARCO 


The modeling was performed by a 
contractor retained by ASARCO, in 
accordance with a modeling plan which 
was submitted to the Missouri 
Department of Natural Resources and 
EPA. The modeling plan defines the 
models to be utilized, the emission and 
meteorological data input, the receptor - 
locations and the control parameters to 
be used in executing the model. This 
information is contained in a report 
titled, “Proposed Procedures for SIP 
Compliance Lead Modeling in Glover, 
Missouri” dated December 1981. 

The Industrial Source Complex Long 
Term (ISCLT) mode! was the principal 


model used in this exercise. Because the 
plant is located in complex terrain, the 
VALLEY model was also used to 
evaluate the impact of the elevated 
points sources at receptor points greater 
than stack height. The meteorological 
data used in the ISCLT modeling were 
collected at a tower located near the 
plant. The data are considered to 
accurately reflect wind conditions on 
the valley floor where the plant is 
located. The meteorological data base 
used in the VALLEY model was 
collected on top of Taum Sauk mountain 
which is the highest point in the area 
and located about 10 kilometers north- 
northwest of the ASARCO plant. The 
data are believed to represent the wind 
conditions in the moderately complex 
terrain extending several kilometers in 
all directions from the plant. Eight 
quarters of meteorological data were 
assembled for each site to be used in the 
modeling. 

Lead emissions from 4 elevated point 
sources (stacks), 5 volume sources 
(building openings) and 10 area sources . 
(slag piles and exposed ground surfaces) 
were used in the modeling. Emission 
rates for the point sources were based 
upon recent stack tests. Fugitive 
emission rates for the volume sources 
were based upon test information 
collected at the plant. The gravitational 
settling option of the ISCLT model was 
used with specific gravity data derived 
from tests conducted at the plant and in 
the laboratory. 

The receptor array for the VALLEY 
model consisted of 112 points located 
along 16 radials at 1.65 kilometer 
intervals from the main stack. Receptors 
for the ISCLT were located around the 
periphery of the ASARCO property line 
and at discrete points of interest within 
the outer periphery. The outer boundary 
are small parcels of land not owned by 
ASARCO. Discrete receptor points were 
located at the corners of these small 
parcels of land so that ambient lead 
concentrations could be predicted at 
these locations. © 

In addition to the modeling results 
submitted by ASARCO and the State of 
Missouri, EPA performed additional 
modeling using a 100 meter grid system 
to define the 1.5 ug/m* lead 
concentration isopleth, and to identify 
points of maximum ambient lead 
concentration near the smelter. 


Modeling Results 


The modeling was performed by 
ASARCO’s contractor according to the 
modeling plan described above. The 
results were submitted to the Missouri 
DNR in a report titled, “SIP Compliance 
Lead Modeling in Glover, Missouri,” 





Revised Final Report, dated April 1982. 
The state submitted the material as a 
SIP revision on July 7, 1982. The state 
also submitted 


private or public lands 
Seeder caaeet ete ales which 
surrounded 


the lead standard because the lead 
standard has a 90-day averaging period 
and they believe it would be 
unreasonable to assume that long term 
exposure could occur in these areas in 
“the absence of permanent human 
residence.” In addition, the state 
contends that it would be impractical to 
declare nonattainment areas of such 
small size. Also, the state points out that 
the lead emissions from the ASARCO 
primary lead smelter are already well 
controlled. 


EPA does not agree with Missouri's 


Act requires that air quality be assured 

geographic area” of the state. See 

ee eR 
requirements, EPA has defined 


US. Post Office and a union hall located 


on one of these parcels. A church and 


to the parcels of land not owned by 
ASARCO in the vicinity of their plant, 
the public also has access to all 
ASARCO owned land except for the 
security fenced atea. The primary 
reason for this conclusion is that a state 
a cuts through the center of the 
CO property and there is no fence 


aad teen c 
access from the highway onto ASARCO 


property. . 

Applying the ambient air 
requirements to ASARCO, EPA believes 
that the state must demonstrate that all 
areas outside the plant security fence 
meet the lead standard. The modeling 
submitted by the state does not make 
this demonstration. The modeling shows 
that the highest predicted quarterly 
concentration outside the fence line is 
approximately 10 micrograms per cubic 
meter. the ambient air quality standard 
for lead is 1.5 micrograms per cubic 
meter on a quarterly basis. Further 
information on the number and location 
of the predicted exceedences can be 
found in the technical support document 

for this proposal. 

EPA concludes that there are 
predicted violations of the lead standard 
in the vicinity of the ASARCO smelter in 
Glover, Missouri. Furthermore, EPA 
concludes that these violations are 
caused by lead emissions from the 
ASARCO smelter. 

EPA’s Proposed Action 

EPA is proposing to approve the July 
7, 1982, ASARCO modeling submittal as 
meeting 40 CFR 51.84. However, EPA is 
proposing to find that the existing 
control strategy for the ASARCO 
smelter is deficient because it is not 
adequate to attain and maintain the 
NAAQS in all areas which represent 
ambient air. If EPA takes final action to 
find the control strategy to be deficient, 
= will request Missouri to revise that 

pursuant to Sections 
roe) and 110{c)(1}(C) of the Act. 


Public Comments 


Interested persons are invited to 
submit written comments on this 
proposal within 60 days of its 
publication. . 

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 
eee EPA must determine 

whether this regulation will have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substanctial number of small entities. 
EPA finds that this proposed action, if 
finalized, will not have a significant 
impact. Any new control requirements 
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will be imposed in a separate 
rulemaking. In addition, since the area is 
not and will not be designated as 
nonattainment under section 107(d) of 
the Clean Air Act, disapproval will not 
trigger any moratorium on the 
construction of stationary sources. 

This proposal was submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for review as required by Section 
3 of Executive Order 12291. Any 
comments from OMB to EPA and any 
EPA response to those comments will be 
available for public inspection at the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region VII, 324 East 11th Street, Kansas 
City, Missouri 64106. 

(Sec. 110 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7410)) 


Lists of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 


Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur 
oxides, Nitrogen oxides, Lead, 
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide, 
Hydrocarbons, and Intergovernmental 
relations. 


Dated: March 29, 1983. 
Morris Kay, 
Regional Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 83-28571 Filed 10-20-83; &:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


40 CFR Part 52 


[MO 987; A-7-FRL 2340-4] 


ACTION: Proposal to approve the 
Missouri Lead SIP. 


summary: On April 27, 1981 (46 FR 
23412), EPA issued final rulemaking 
which approved the Missouri lead SIP 
with two exceptions, the attainment 
date and modeling of three primary lead 
smelters. Subsequent to the final 
rulemaking the three primary lead 
smelters submitted a petition for 
reconsideration of EPA’s disapproval of 
these two portions of Missouri's plan. 
Elsewhere in today’s Federal Register, 
EPA is granting that petition for 
reconsideration. This notice proposes to 
approve the attainment date and 
modeling portions of the Missouri lead 
SIP. 
DATE: Comments on this approval must 
be received by December 20, 1983. 
ADDRESSES: Copies of documents 
relevant to this proposed action are 
available for review at the following 
addresses: 
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Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region VII, Air Branch, Room 1415, 
324 East 11th Street, Kansas City, - 
Missouri 64106 

Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources, 1101 Rear Southwest 
Boulevard, Jefferson City, Missouri 
65102 
Written comments should be sent to: 

Dewayne E. Durst, Environmental 

Protection Agency, Region VII, Air 

Branch, 324 East 11th Street, Kansas 

City, Missouri 64106. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Dewayne E. Durst at the above address 

or call (816) 374-3791, FTS: 758-3791. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 

September 2, 1980, Missouri submitted a 

lead SIP (EPA received the SIP on 

September 5, 1980) which was designed 

to provide for attainment and 

maintenance of the ambient air quality 
standards for lead in the state. On 

December 29, 1980, EPA proposed to 

approve the SIP with certain exceptions. 

The State of Missouri submitted 

additional information to EPA on 

February 11, 1981, and February 13, 

1981, which corrected all minor 

deficiencies but failed to adequately 

address two items which were identified 
as major deficiencies in the proposed 
rulemaking: (1) The attainment date for 

meeting the lead standard, and (2) 

dispersion modeling at the three primary 

lead smelters in the state as required by 

§ 51.84 of 40 CFR. Because the state did 

not correct the two deficiencies in the 

Missouri lead SIP, these items were 

disapproved in the April 27, 1981 final 

rulemaking. 


Attainment Date 


Disapproval of the attainment date in 
the Missouri SIP resulted from the fact 
that the state did not follow certain EPA 
guidance concerning the interpretation 
of the attainment date in Sections 
110{a)(1) and 110(a)(2) of the Clean Air 
Act (CAA). The Missouri SIP stated that 
the attainment date would be five years 
(three years plus a two-year extension) 
from the date EPA approved their lead 
SIP. EPA’s interpretation of the Act 
required a uniform national attainment 
date for all lead SIPs. Based on the 
statutory timetable for submission and 
approval of plans, EPA announced in 
the October 5, 1978 Federal Register (43 
FR 46246) that all lead SIPs had to 
provide for attainment “‘no later than 
October of 1982” (or up to October 1984 
with an approved extension). 

In the April 27, 1981 rulemaking, EPA 
allowed 60 days for the state to submit a 
revision to their SIP which would set a 
final attainment date consistent with the 
one established in the October 5, 1978 


Federal Register. If the state did not 
submit the revision, the rulemaking 
stated that EPA would promulgate the 
date as part of the Missouri SIP. 
Missouri did not submit the revised 
attainment date, nor has EPA 
promulgated the date. The reason that 
EPA has not taken action to promulgate 
the attainment date is because the three 
smelters filed a petition with the 
Administrator to reconsider the 
disapproval action before the 60 day 
deadline expired. Elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register, EPA is granting the 
petition for reconsideration. 

The basis for the decision to grant the 
petition with respect to the attainment 
date is new information which was 
submitted concerning the attainment 
date. This information shows that EPA 
approved an attainment date for the 
Ohio SIP for total suspended particulate 
which was three years from the date of 
plan approval (41 FR 2099, January 14, 
1976) rather than the uniform date based 
on the statutory time intervals in 
Sections 110({a)(1) and 110(a)(2) of the 
CAA. This approval was upheld by the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth 
Circuit in Northern Ohio Lung 
Association v. EPA 572 F.2d 1143 (6th 
Cir. 1978). After reexamining the issue, 
EPA has concluded that Missouri's 
interpretation of attainment date as 
contained in their lead SIP is correct, 
i.e., that attainment must occur no later 
than three years from actual date of 
plan approval. This notice proposes to 
approve the attainment date portion of 
the Missouri lead SIP. The latest 
attainment date for most portions of the 
state is April 27, 1984. 

The State of Missouri requested a 
two-year extension for attaining the lead 
standard in two areas of the state. These 
areas are in the vicinity of the St. Joe 
and AMAX smelters. EPA approved the 
request because it met the criteria for an 
attainment date extension under Section 
110(e) of the CAA. The full two year 
extension was granted because 
expeditious compliance schedules for 
the St. Joe and AMAX smelters 
contained in Missouri's SIP indicated 
that two years beyond the October 1982 
uniform attainment date would be 
required to complete the control 
measures needed to meet the standard.* 
Now that EPA is proposing to use 
Missouri's interpretation of attainment 
date, the full two year extension is not 
needed. Thus, EPA is proposing to 
modify its approval of the extension 
request by granting an extension for 


1 In approving the compliance schedules, EPA 
found that the SIP provided for attainment of the 
standard in the vicinity of the two smelters by 
October, 1984 (46 FR 23414). 


attainment of the lead standard in the 
vicinity of the St. Joe and AMAX 
smelters until October 31, 1984.2 The 
attainment date for the urban areas of 
Missouri (St. Louis and Kansas City) 
will remain November 1, 1982 as is 
stated in the Missouri SIP submittal. The 
state did not request an extension for 
the area around the ASARCO smelter 
because ambient sampling at two 
monitors located near the main 
boundary of the smelter had not 
registered exceedences of the lead 
standard. Thus, the attainment date for 
the area around ASARCO is April 27, 
1984. 

EPA's approval of the attainment date 
contained in Missouri's lead SIP does 
not change any of the dates contained in 
the individual consent orders for each 
smelter. The consent orders remain an 
approved portion of the Missouri lead 
SIP and the completion dates contained 
in those orders are considered 
expeditious as practicable for purposes 
of attaining the primary lead standard in 
the vicinity of the smelters. Any revision 
of the final compliance dates contained 
in those orders would require a revision 
of the approved SIP. Thus, this proposal 
would not result in extending the dates 
for compliance with the lead standards 
near the St. Joe and AMAX smelters. 


Modeling 


The Missouri lead SIP did not contain 
dispersion modeling for the three 
primary lead smelters as required by 40 
CFR 51.84. The state attempted to 
perform dispersion modeling for two of 
the smelters but because of lack of on- 
site meteorological data and accurate 
emission data, the results of the 
modeling did not correlate with 
measured air quality data. Because of 
these deficiencies, the state contended 
that any dispersion modeling which 
could be performed within the agreed 
upon time frame for submission of the 
Missouri lead SIP would not produce 
reliable predictions of lead 
concentrations in the vicinity of the lead 
smelters. Because the Missouri SIP did 
not comply with 40 CFR 51.84, EPA 
disapproved that portion of the SIP and 
called upon the state to perform 
dispersion modeling for the three 
primary smelters within 12 months of 


2 Section 110{e) of the CAA authorizes an 
extension of not more than two years after the 
initial three years allowed for attainment. (Section 
110(e)(1)). However, the duration of the extension 
can only be the time during which controls 
necessary for attainment are not available. The 
Missouri plan shows that such controls will be in 
place by October 31, 1984, or approximately six 
months after the three year attainment date. 
Therefore EPA believes an extension until October 
31, 1984 is appropriate under Section 110(e). 





eee remaining 


Elsewhere in today's Federal Register, 
EPA is granting the petition with respect 
to the modeling issue. As explained in 
the notice granting the EPA 


decided that the State aie 
complied with 40 CFR 51.84. Therefore, 
this notice proposes to approve the 
= portion of the Missouri lead 


Modeling was not performed for the 
ASARCO smelter prior to submission of 
the lead SIP. Even though site specific 
meteoroiogical and emission data were 
available for the ASARCO smelter 
before the SIP was submitted, it required 
verification to insure that it was 
acceptable for input to the model. After 
considerable time was spent reviewing 
and evaluating meteorological and 
fugitive emissions input data, modeling 
was commenced for the ASARCO plant 
in early 1982. That modeling has been 
completed and submitted to EPA. 
Elsewhere in today’s Federal Register, 
EPA is proposing to approve the 
modeling as meeting the requirements of 
40 CFR 51.84. However, based upon the 
results of that modeling, EPA has 
concluded that there are violations of 
the ambient air quality standard for lead 
in the vicinity of the ASARCO smelter in 
Glover, Missouri. Thus, while EPA is 
proposing to approve the modeling 
performed for the ASARCO smelter, 
EPA is also proposing to find the control 
strategy for ASARCO deficient based 
upon the results of the modeling. 

EPA solicits comments on its 
proposed approval of the two previously 
disapproved portions of the Missouri 
lead SIP as identified in this notice. 
Comments should also be submitted on 
the information and issues discussed in 
the Response to Petition for 
Reconsideration of Missouri's Lead Plan 


and Notice of Policy Change Regarding 
Attainment Date for State 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No 205 / Friday, October 21, 1983/ Proposed Rules 


Implementation Plans for Lead, 
published elsewhere in this Federal 
Register. That response contains further 
discussion of the rationale for the 
actions proposed in this notice. 

Under 5 U.S.C. 605{b), the 
Administrator has certified that SIP 
approvals do not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. (See 46 FR 

This proposal and the related notices 
on the petition for reconsideration, 
referenced above, were submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for review as required by Section 
3 of Executive Order 12291. Any 
comments from OMB and any EPA 
response to those comments will be 
available for public inspection at the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region VII, 324 East 11th Street, Kansas 
City, Missouri 64106. 

(Sec. 110 of the Act as amended (42 U.S.C. 
7410)) 


Lists of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 


Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur 
oxides, Nitrogen oxides, Lead, 
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide, 
Hydrocarbons, and Intergovernmental 
relations. 

Dated: March 29, 1983. 

Morris Kay, 

Regional Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 83-28715 Filed 10-20-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 





Part Vill 


Environmental 
Protection Agency 


Ocean Dumping Permit Programs 
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action: Notice. Ocean Dumping Permit 
Program, notice of receipt of 
applications and tentative determination 
to issue special and research permits for 
the incineration of chemical wastes at 
sea; announcement of public hearings to 
receive comments. 


summary: The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has made a 
tentative determination to issue special 
and research permits to Chemcial Waste 
Management, Inc., Oak Brook, Illinois, 
and Ocedn Combustion Service, B.V.. 
Rotterdam, the Netherlands, (the 
Applicants) for the M/T VULCANUS I 
and the M/T: VULCANUS II to transport 
and dispose of material as authorized by 
the Marine Protection, Research and 
Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (the Act), as 
amended. 

The Special Permits, HQ 83-001 and 
HQ 83-002, would authorize the 
Applicants, over a three year period, to 
use the M/T VULCANUS I and the M/T 
VULCANUS IL, respectively, to transport 
to the designated Gulf Incineration Site 
(in the Gulf of Mexico) and incinerate at 
the site a combined total of 300,000 
metric tons (approximately 79.7 million 
US. gallons) of mixed liquid organic 
compounds. The Research Permit, HQ 
83-003, would be issued for six months 
and would authorize the Applicants to 
demonstrate that the incinerators on the 
M/T VULCANUS Ii can attain a 
destruction efficiency of at least 99.99 
percent on 10 percent dichlorodipheny! 
trichloroethane (DDT), 90 percent 
solvent wastes. The amount of material 
that would be incinerated under the 
Research Permit is 900 metric tons 
(approximately 264,600 U.S. gallons). 
Solicitation of Public Comments 

The purpose of this Notice is to 
provide all interested parties an 
opportunity to comment on the factors 
considered in reaching the tentative 
determination to issue the permits. In 
addition, the Agency invites public 
comment on the principles used in 
developing these permits as a model for 
specific criteria regulating incineration- 
at-sea. The principles are: 

(1) Limiting the compounds that are 
eligible for incineration in a waste 
mixture to those compounds with heats 
of combustion equal to or greater (i.e. 
easier to burn) than the heats of 
combustion of the principal organic 


hazardous waste constituents (POHCs) 
for which the incinerators demonstrated 
a destruction efficiency of at least 99.99 


percent. 

(2) Developing operating condition 
and performance standards for 
incineration at-sea permits equivalent to 
those in land-based incineration 
permits. 

(3) Requiring independent verification 
of the Permittees’ compliance with the 
conditions of the Permits. 

Furthermore, the Agency would like 
recommendations on what constitutes 
an adequate demonstration of financial 
responsibility. The Permittees carry 
$350,000,000 in liability insurance. While 
this amount appears adequate, EPA 
does not necessarily endorse this 
specific amount and requests 
information on appropriate methods for 
determining an adequate level of 
liability insurance. As proposed, the 
permits require notification if there is 
any decrease in the amount of liability 
insurance carried. 


DATES: Written public comments on this 
Notice should be submitted by 
December 8, 1983 to: Patrick M. Tobin, 
Director, Criteria and Standards 
Division (WH-585), Office of Water 
Regulations and Standards, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M 
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460. 
Public hearings will be held on the 
dates and at the times specified below: 


1. November 21, 1983, from 9:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m., Jacob Brown Auditorium, 
Civic Center, 600 International Blvd., 
Brownsville, Texas 

2. November 33, 1983, from 7:00 p.m. to 
10:00 p.m., November 23, 1983, from 
9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m., Mobile Gas 
Service Corporation Auditorium, 2828 
Dauphin Street, Mobile, Alabama 
Registration will begin at 8 a.m. for 

day sessions and 6:00 p.m. for the 

Mobile evening session. A 30 minute 

staff presentation will open the day 

hearings at 9:00 a.m. and the Mobile 
evening session at 7:00 p.m. and if 
necessary, a summary of the staff 

presentation will be repeated at 7 p.m. 

for the Brownsville hearing. All speakers 

must register and will be heard in the 
order in which they have registered. 

Remarks should be sumarized in five 

minutes or less. Speakers are 

encouraged to submit written statements 
for the record: 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Dr. Alan B. Rubin, Chief, Criteria 

Section (WH-585), Office of Water 

Regulations and Standards, U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M 

Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460, 

202-245-3030. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Supplementary information, draft _ 
permits and all reports and studies used 
in making tentative determination to 
issue these permits may be examined at 
the following locations during normal 
business hours: 


United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, Library, Room 2904 Mall 
(Rear), 401 M Street, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20460, Attn: Ms. 
Gloris J. Butler, (202) 382-5926 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Brownsville, Room 508, Boca Chica 
Towers, 2100 Boca Chica Bivd., 
Brownsville, Texas 78520, Attn: Mr. 
Arthur Barrera, (512) 546-2456 

State of Texas Law Library, Texas 
Supreme Court Building, 13th and 
Colorado Streets, Austin, Texas 78711, 
Attn: Ms. Kay Schlueter, (512) 475- 
3807 

U.S. Corps of Engineers, Mobile, Room 
5031, New Federal Building, 109 St. 
Josephs, Mobile, Alabama 36601, Attn: 
Ms. Cissy Scott, (205) 690-3182. 


The Applicants submitted an 
application for a special permit on July 
10, 1981, and an application for a 
research permit on November 2, 1981. 
Public meetings were held in 
Brownsville, Texas, May 25, 1982, and in 
Mobile, Alabama, May 27, 1982, to 
consider the Applicants’ permit requests 
and to discuss the preliminary results of 
the trial burn on PCBs (under Research 
Permit HQ 81-002). On August 31, 1982, 
a public hearing was held in 
Brownsville, Texas, to receive formal 
comments on the Applicants’ request for 
permits and to outline the quality 
assurance and quality control 
procedures used in monitoring the 
second PCB trial burn. Subsequent to 
the public hearing and after considering 
the hearing record, the Agency decided 
to revise its approach in developing the 
conditions for the proposed permits. 

The Agency is making a new tentative 
determination to issue the permits based 
on the finding that the proposed 
incineration would not unreasonably 
degrade or endanger human health, 
welfare or amenities, or the marine 
environment, ecological systems or 
economic potentialities of the ocean. 
The basis of this finding was the 
determination that the proposed permits 
are consistent with the criteria in the 
Ocean Dumping Regulations in 40 CFR 
Parts 220-228 and the Regulations for 
the Control of Incineration of Wastes 
and Other Matter at Sea, Addendum I to . 
the Convention on the Prevention of 
Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes 
and Other Matter (the London Dumping 
Convention or LDC) to which the United 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 205 /Friday, October 21, 1983 / Notices 


- States is a Contracting Party. The 
proposed permits 


regulations in 40 CFR 761.70(a) 
implementing provisions of the Toxic 
Substances Control Act on incinerating 
liquid PCBs. In addition, as a matter of 
Agency policy, the proposed permits are 
consistent with the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act, as amended by the 


incinerator facilities in 40 CFR Part 264, 
Subpart O. 

In this Notice, the relevant provisions 
of each of the above regulations are 
summarized and id compared with the 


factors used in reaching the tentative 

determination to issue the permits. The 

Background Document also includes a 

section-by-section analysis of the 

permits which provide the reasons for 
the selection of particular permit 
conditions. This Background Document 
may be obtained by writing or calling 

Dr. Alan B. Rubin, listed above under 

“FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT”. 

The remainder of this Notice is 
organized as follows: 

L Summary of the Major Provisions in the 
Permits and the Rationale for the 
Provisions Selected 

Il. Summary of the Factors Considered and 
the Findings Reached in Making a 
Tentative Determination to Issue the 
Permits 

I. Summary of the Major Provisions of 

the Permits and the Rationale for the 

Provisions Selected 

This section organizes the key permit 
conditions under major topic categories. 

Under each category, the key conditions 

of the permits which fall under that 

category are summarized, followed by a 

brief explanation of the rationale 

supporting the Agency's decisions to 
select these conditions. A more detailed 
explanation is provided in the 

Background Document, available from 

EPA. 


Authorized Vessels 


¢ HO 83-001: M/T VULCANUS 1 
* HO 83-002: M/T VULCANUS II 
¢ HO 83-003: M/T VULCANUS II 


Duration of the Permits 
1. Permit Condition: 
HO 83-001: 3 years 


HO 83-002: 3 years 
HO 63-003: 6 months : 

2. Rationale. The three year 
expiration date for the Special Permits, 
HQ 83-001 and HQ 83-002, is a 
regulatory requirement of 40 CFR 
220.3(b). The six months expiration date 
for the Research Permit, HQ 83-003, is a 
statutory requirement of 33 U.S.C. 
1412a{b). 


Eligible Wastes and Quantities To Be 
Incinerated 


1. Permit Condition. Eligible wastes 
are: 

* HQ 83-001: liquid organic compounds 
with heats of combustion equal to or 
— ae, re ne = 

° 83-002: liquid organic co: un: 
with heats of combustion oma or 
greater than 0.24 kcal/gram 

© HQ 83-003: liquid DDT wastes 
consisting of 10 percent DDT and 90 
percent organic solvents with heats of 
combustion equal to or greater than 
0.24 kcal/gram 
The maximum quantities of wastes 

which may be incinerated are: 

¢ HQ 83-001 and HQ-002: a combined 
total of 300,000 metric tons 

¢ HQ 83-003: 900 metric tons 
2. Rationale. The determination of 

which compounds are eligible for 

incineration under the Special Permits, 

HQ 83-001 and HQ 83-002, is based on 

trial burns which demonstrated a 

destruction efficiency of at least 99.99 

percent on principal organic hazardous 

waste constituents (POHCs) and a 

comparison of the heats of combustion 

of th compounds in the waste mixture to 
those POHCs tested. A POHC is an 
organic chemical in a waste mixture that 
has been identified as hazardous by 

EPA in Appendix VIII of 40 CFR Part 

261. By demonstrating that an 

incinerator can achieve a 99.99 percent 

destruction efficiency on a 

POHC, EPA can generally be assured 

that any less thermally stable hazardous 

component burned in the incinerator 
under comparable conditions also will 
be destroyed. 

Compounds with lower heats of 
combustion have greater thermal 
stabilities and are therefore more 
difficult to burn than compounds with 
higher heats of combustion. The heat of 
combustion of each of 293 hazardous 
constituents is ranked on an Index of 
Incinerabilitly. The heat of combustion 
is determined empirically in the 
laboratory through bomb calorimetry or 
through calculation of chemical bond 
strengths. The compound on the Index of 
Incinerability most difficult to burn has 
the lowest heat of combustion and is 
listed first; the compound easiest to burn 


has the highest heat of combustion and 
is listed last. Compounds in a waste 


Incinerability to determine whether their 
heats of combustion are greater than, 
equal to, or less than that of the POHCs 
tested. Waste mixtures that cre eligible 
for incineration only contain those 

or classes of compounds, 


compounds 
with heats of combustion equal to or 


greater than the compound with the 
lowest heat of combustion for which the 
incinerator demonstrated a destruction 
— of 99.99 percent during a trial 
urn. 
The purpose of Research Permit HQ 
83-003 is to determie the destruction 
efficiency of the incinerators onboard 
the M/T VULCANUS fi for DDT {and 
associated compounds DDE and DDD). 
Even though the heat of combustion of 
DDT, 4.51 kcal/gram, is greater than the 
heat of combustion of 
tetrachloromethane, 0.24 pam for 
which the M/T VULCANUS I 
demonstrated a destruction efficiency of 
greater than 99.99 percent, Regulation 4 
of the London Dumping Convention's 
Incineration Regulations requires a trial 
burn before DDT may be included in a 
waste mixture authorized for 
incineration under a special permit. This 
is because DDT is one of five 
compounds identified in the Technial 
Incineration guideline on which three 
are doubts as to its incinerability. 
Prohibitions and Limitations on 
Contents/Materials To Be Incinerated 
1. Permit Conditions: 
¢ HQ 83-001 and HQ 83-002 prohibit: 
—Quantifiable concentrations of 
compounds with heats of 
combustion less than 1.79 kcal/gram 
(HQ 83-001) or 0.24 kcal/gram (HQ 
83-002) 

—Quantifiable concentrations of: 

—DDT and associated compounds 

DDD, DDE 

—PCTs (polychlorinated tripenyls) 

—BHC (lindane) 

—TCDD (dioxin) in concentrations 
exceeding 2 ppm 

—PCBs in concentrations exceeding 35 
percent 

—Chlorine in concentration exceeding 
70 percent 

—Over 100 ppm of arsenic, cadmium, 
chromium, copper, lead, nickel, 
selenium, thallium, zinc 

—Over 9 ppm mercury 

—Over 20 ppm silver 

—Materials which are produced for 
radiological, chemical! or biological 
warfare, high-level radioactive 
wastes, or materials which cannot 
be identified or which are presistent 





and may float or remain in 


¢ HQ 83-9003: 

—Similar to above, except TCDD and 
PCBs are excluded from the trial 
burn under the Research Permit 

2. Rationale. The permits would 
prohibit or restrict the burning of wastes 


containing “quantifiable concentrations” 


of certain ds. A 
quantifiable concentration is defined as 
the minimum concentration of a discrete 
chemical constituent in a chemical 
waste mixture that can be detected, 
identified and quantified without 
confirmatory analysis. The amount of 
this concentration will vary depending 
on the chemical constituent, possible 
interferences of other constituents in the 
chemical waste, the method of sample 
preparation, and method of analytical 
detection, identification, and 
quantification. This means that for 
organics the quantifiable concentrations 
are most likely to be 1-2 ppm while for 
metals the quantifiable concentration is 
most likely to be 1-10 ppb. 

Incineration of DDT, BHC, and PCT is 
prohibited because there has been no 
trial burn to establish the incinerability 
of these compounds. Incineration of 
these materials without a trail burn is 
—— by Regulation 4 of the 

London Dumping Convention's 
Incineration Regulation 4 because there 


Guidelines) as to the incinerability of 
these compounds. 

Trail burns were conducted on the M/ 
T VULCANUS I for both TCDD (dioxin) 
and PCBs. Trial burns were not required 
on the M/T VULCANUS II for TCDD 
and PCBs based on a finding that the 
incinerator equipment on the M/T 
VULCANUS I is the same as thet on the 
M/T VULCANUS | and on EPA’s 
accumulate experience in the monitoring 
of incinerators for TCDD and PCB 
emissions. 

Three separate trial burns were 
conducted for TCDD during the 
incineration of the U.S. Air Force's stock 
of Herbicide Orange in 1977 on the M/T 
VULCANUS L. Usually a concentration 
of at least 100 ppm of a compound is 
needed in a waste mixture to 
analytically measure and demonstrate 
an incinerator’s destruction efficiency 
for that compound to at least 99.99 
percent. In the Herbicide Orange 
mixture, TCDD averaged only 1.9 ppm. 
While an overall destructive efficiency 
of greater than 99.93 percent was 
obtained for dioxin in the three burns, 
EPA believes that the incinerators 
probably achieved at least a 99.99 
percent destruction efficiency on TCDD 


based on the fact that during the same 
trial burns, the destruction efficiencies 
for 2,4-D and 2,4,5-T were calculate to be 
greater than 99.99 percent. However, to 
be able to demonstrate an unqualified 


- destruction efficiency, there has to be a 


detectable and quantifiable amount of a 
compound in the stack gas samples. The 
inability to detect a compound does not 
mean that the compound is not present; 
the level of detection of the sampling 
methodology may not be adequate to 
measure low levels of a particular 
compound. At that time, the 
methodologies employed did not have 
the analytical sensitivity to measure low 
levels of potentially surviving dioxin in 
stack gas samples, particularly in 
mixtures with compounds having a 
similar chemical structure as dioxin. 

Dioxin is easier to incinerate than 
other compounds that the vessels are 
authorized to include in a waste 
mixture. Dixoin has a heat of 
combustion of 2.43 kcal/gram, while 
hexachlorobenzene has a heat of 
combustion of 1.79 kcal/gram and 
tetrachloromethane has a heat of 
combustion of 0.24 kcal/gram on which 
the M/T VULCANUS I and M/T 
VULCANUS IL, respectively, * 
demonstrated greater than 99.99 percent 
destruction efficiency. 

In addition, incinerator plume 
modelling and subsequent ocean 
dispersion modelling have demonstrated 
that emissions resulting from the 
incineration of chemical wastes 
containing 2 ppm of dioxin at a 
destruction efficiency of 99.93 percent 
will not exceed the limiting permissible 
concentration of TCDD, as defined in 40 
CFR 227.27, and will not cause any 
adverse environmental impact. This is 
based on a determination that any 
uncombusted dioxin in the emissions 
would result in an ambient marine water 
concentration of dioxin below the 
marine aquatic life no-effect for this 
compound. Based on the foregoing, EPA 
has authorized the incineration of 
wastes containing dioxin, in 
concentrations not to exceed 2 ppm. 

The trial burn in August, 1982 
demonstrated that the M/T VULCANUS 
I could achieve a destruction efficiency 
of greater than 99.99 percent for PCBs. 
The concentration of PCBs in the waste 
mixture may not exceed 35 percent by 
weight to assure that at a destruction 
efficiency of at least 99.99 percent, any 
trace PCB emissions will not cause the 
ambient marine water quality criterion 
(limiting permissible concentrations) to 
be exceeded as required in 40 CFR 
227.27. This determination is made by 
performing incineration plume modelling 
and subsequent ocean dispersion 
modelling. 
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The chlorine concentration of the 
wastes is limited to 70 percent because 
this is the maximum concentration for 
which both vessels have demonstrated a 
combustion efficiency of 99.9 percent, on 
the whole wastes, while also 
demonstrating a destruction efficiency 
of 99.99 percent on the POHCs tested. (A 
discussion of the difference between 
combustion efficiency and destruction 
efficiency is included later in this 
Summary of the Major Provisions in the 
Permits). 

Limits are placed on the above-listed 
metals to ensure that the surviving 
metallic particulates will not cause the 
applicable marine water quality criteria 
or the limiting permissible 
concentrations defined in 40 CFR 227. 27 
to be exceeded. 

High level radioactive wastes, or 
materials which are used in radiological, 
chemical or biological warfare, which 
cannot be identified, or which are 
persistent, inert, synthetic, or which may 
float or remain in suspension are 
prohibited by Section 102(a) of the Act . 
and § 227.5 of the Ocean Dumping 
Regulations. 


Analysis of the Wastes Required Before 
Each Incineration Cruise 


1, Permit Conditions: 


Before each incineration cruise, an 
analysis of the wastes must be 
conducted in accordance with EPA- 
approved protocols (in Appendix A of 
the Permit), in an EPA-approved 
laboratory. 

Duplicate samples may be taken by 
EPA or an authorized EPA 
representative, coded, and analyzed 
in an EPA-approved laboratory to 
verify the Permittees’ samples and 
analyses. 

Wastes from hazardous waste sites 
subject to a Court, State, or EPA order 
are to be identified. 


2. Rationale. The Ocean Dumping 
Regulations at 40 CFR 227.5(c) prohibit 
the dumping of wastes which are 
insufficiently described to determine 
their impact on the environment. EPA is 
requiring the Permittees to supply 
information on the chemical classes of 
the constituents in the waste mixture. 
This level of detail is sufficient to 
determine the incinerability of these 
wastes and the effect of these wastes on 
the environment after incineration. The 
Permittees are to submit an analysis of 
the wastes from the blending/holding 
tanks in Emelle, Alabama to EPA before 
the wastes are loaded for each 
incineration cruise. The reason for 
requiring an analysis of the wastes 
before each incineration cruise is that 
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over the three year term of HQ 83-001 
and HQ 83-002, the wastes will be 
coming from many different sources and 
are likely to vary in their composition. 
EPA may take duplicate samples from 
the Permittees’ blending/holding tanks 
in Emelle and submit them for analysis 
to verify the analytical results obtained 
by the Permittees on the original 
samples. Also, EPA may analyze the 
wastes at dockside or in the, vessels’ 
storage tanks to ensure that new wastes 
have not been added or other wastes 
substituted from the time the wastes 
were transported from Emelle to the Port 
of Mobile for loading on the vessels. 
The Permittees are to report, to the 
best of their knowledge, whether any of 
the wastes to be incinerated are from 
hazardous waste sites which,are subject 
to a Court, State or EPA cleanup order. 


This information will assist EPA and the - 


States in verifying the location and final 
disposition of such wastes and may 
assist EPA’s determination as to 
whether the wastes meet the permit 
conditions. 

Authorization for Loading/ 
Incineration Is by the Permit Program 
Manager: 


Permit Condition and Rationale 


The Permit Program Manager is the 
official who will make the decisions on 
all aspects of the permits and who is 
ultimately responsible for ensuring that 
the incineration operations are carried 
out safely and efficiently. The Director, 
Criteria and Standards Division, Office 
of Water Regulations and Standards is 
designated as the Permit Program 
Manager. 

The Permit Program Manager 
evaluates the data from the previous 
cruise to independently verify that the 
Permittees met the performance 
standard and operating conditions 
specified in the permit. Authorization of 
successive incineration cruises is 
dependent on the demonstration that the 
Permittees complied with all provisions 
and requirements of the Permit during 
the previous incineration operation. 
Although this requirement may cause a 
delay in incineration activities, in EPA's 
judgment it is essential to assure that 
incineration at-sea activities are. carried 
out properly and in an environmentally 
acceptable manner. 

The chemical analyses submitted by 
the Permittees will be evaluated by the 
Permit Program Manager to assure that 
the wastes do not contain chemicals 
with heats of combustion less than that 
specified in the Permit and do not 
contain any prohibited materials. The 
Permit Program Manager will verify that 
the analytical results obtained from the 
duplicate samples, if taken at Emelle, 


Alabama, are in agreement with the 
analytical results submitted by the P 
Permittees on the original samples. If the 
Permit Program Manager is convinced 
that the wastes meet the specifications 
of the Permit, he will authorize the 
loading of the vessel. Loading of the 
vessel may begin with a verbal 
authorization, but prior to departure the 
specific written authorization must be 
onboard the vessel. 

The authorization for loading is, for all 
practical purposes, an authorization for 
incineration. However, should the 
analyses of any samples taken by EPA 
from the vessels’ or dockside storage 
tanks, or from the blending/holding 
tanks, demonstrate the presence of 
compounds that were not in, or were in 
concentrations greater than that 
indicated in the original analyses of the 
Permittees’ samples from the blending/ 
holding tanks, the Permit Program 
Manager shall terminate the incineration 
if the newly discovered compounds, or 
the concentrations of these compounds 
are not eligible for incineration. If these 
verification analyses of the mixed 
chemical wastes show the wastes are 
nevertheless eligible for incineration, the 
Permit Program Manager has the 
discretion to terminate or to continue 
the incineration. In any case, whether 
the incineration is terminated or not, 
any discrepancies beyond the expected 
range of sample variation constitute a 
violation of the Permit. 

The U.S. Coast Guard supervises the 
loading of the vessels and the Captain of 
the Port, Mobile, supervises the passage 
of the vessels through Mobile Bay to the 
Gulf. 


Port of Departure is Port of Mobile, 
Alabama 


Permit Condition and Rationale 


Section 223.1({a)(3) states that the 
permit shall include the port through or 
from which the wastes will be 
transported. Designation of a specific 
port also serves to restrict the 
geographic area in which the activities 
may take place to aid in EPA's and the 
U.S. Coast Guard's surveillance and 
enforcement functions. 


Incineration Site 
Permit Condition and Rationale 


As provided in 40 CFR 228.12(b)(1), 
incineration of mixed chemical wastes 
may occur only at the designated site. 
The Gulf Incineration Site’ lies 315 


1 The coordinates of the Gulf Incineration Site 
are: 
Latitude and longitude: 
26°20'00''N., 93°20°00'00" W. 
26°20'00"N., 94°00'00'00" W. 


kilometers south, southest of Galveston, 
Texas and 350 kilometers south, 
southwest of Cameron, Louisiana. It is 
located off the continental slope and 
covers approximately 4900 square 
kilometers. The water depth at the Site’s 
center is approximately 1,375 meters. 

At this time the Gulf Site is the only 
site which has been designated for the 
incineration-at-sea of mixed chemical 
wastes. It was designated on September 
15, 1976 (41 FR 39319) and redesignated 
on April 26, 1982 (47 FR 17817). 
Performance Standards: 

1. Permit Conditions: 
© HQ 83-001: 99.99 percent destruction 

efficiency; 99.9 percent combustion 

efficiency 

¢ HQ 83-002: 99.99 percent destruction 
efficiency; 99.9 percent combustion 
efficiency ‘ 

¢ HQ 83-003: 99.99 percent destruction 
efficiency; 99.9 combustion efficiency 

2. Rationale. A destruction efficiency 
of 99.99 percent was established as a 
performance standard based on 
extensive date indicating that such a 
destruction efficiency is attainable and 
can be routinely measured in 
incinerators buring a wide range of 
organic hazardous waste constituents in 
initial concentrations that are over 100 
ppm. A 99.99 percent destruction 
efficiency ensures that any emissions 
from the incineration process will be 
rapidly rendered harmless or will be 
present only in trace amounts as 
required in 40 CFR 227.6. This 
determination is based on incinerator 
plume modeling and subsequent 6cean 
dispersion modeling that show any 
emissions will result in ambient marine 
water concentrations below the limiting 
permissible concentrations as required 
by 40 CFR 227.27. 

Based on EPA’s accumulated 
experience and judgment in monitoring 
incineration, a combustion efficiency of 
at least 99.9 percent on the entire load of 
mixed chemical wastes corresponds to 
destruction efficiencies of at least 99.99 
percent for all compounds in the wastes 
whose heats of combustion are equal to 
or greater than 1.79 kcal/gram (for the 
M/T VULCANUS J) or 0.24 kcal/gram 
(for the M/T VULCANUS Il). The lower 
combustion efficiency of 99.9 percent is 
due to the fact that a waste mixture is 
not pure; it includes such elements as 
metals, sand and moisture which cannot 
be destroyed completely. Combustion 
efficiencies are continuously calculated 
on each incineration cruise. 


27°00'00"'N., 93°20'00'00" W. 
27-0000", 94°20'00'00" W. 
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ini temperature (1200°C) and 
oxygen level (5%) in the combustion 
gases and maximum 

cumsatieGienembtathe 
combustion gases are the same as 
HQ 83-002; no averages are set 
since they will be established in the 
trial burn. 

2. Rationale. In EPA's judgment, the 


The operating conditions established 
for the M/T VULCANUS II are lower 
than those for the M/T VULCANUS I 
(except for burning TCDD or PCBs) for 
two reasons. First, the BTU content of 
the wastes burned during the trial burn 
on the M/T VULCANUS II was lower 
than the BTU content of the wastes on 
the M/T VULCANUS L Second, the 
thermocouples measuring the wall 
temperature on the M/T VULCANUS II 
are placed higher above the burner head 
and in a cooler part of the stack than on 
the M/T VULCANUS L 

The minimum operating conditions 
are based on EPA's accumulated data 
and best engineering j t that 
complete combustion will still occur if 
operating conditions less stringent than 
the minimum established exist. 
Minimum operating conditions are given 
for temperature and oxygen, and a 


fall below the specified minimum or 
carbon monoxide rises above the 
specified maximum, automatic devices 
shut off the flow of the waste to the 
incinerator. Prior to feeding the waste 
into the incinerators, a temperature 50°C 
higher than the average must be 
attained to provide a margin of safety 
against possible variations in the 


demonstrated that the incinerators on 
the M/T VULCANUS I and M/T 
VULCANUS II achieved a destruction 
efficiency of greater than 99.99 percent 
on the POHCs tested. The everage 
operating parameters are to be 
calculated every two hours, which 
corresponds to the approximate time it 
takes to run a destruction efficiency test 
while recording the operating 
parameters during a trial burn. Buy 
using the same timeframe, there is 
greater assurance that the proper 
destruction will be maintained 
throughout the incineration. 

The minimum operating conditions 
and the averages that must be 
maintained during incineration for the 
M-T VULCANUS II, when incinerating 
wastes containing TCDD and PCBs, are 
the same as those for the M/T 
VULCANUS L The reason for this is that 
the waiver of trial burns for TCDD and 
PCBs on the M/T VULCANUS II was 
based, in part, on the determination that 
the incinerator equipment on both 
vessels is the same, so that identical 
operating conditions should yield 
identical performance (destruction 
efficieny). 

In the Research Permit, HQ 83-003, 
only minimum (or maximum for carbon 
monoxide) operating conditions are 
specified. The Research Permit will 
establish average cperating conditions 
for future incineration of DDT as a result 
of the trial burn. 


Automatic Waste Feed Shut-off Device 


1. Permit Conditions. Automatic 
devices shut off the waste feed to the 
incinerator whenever: 
¢ Minimum temperature or oxygen 

levels in the combustion gases, or 

maximum carbon monoxide levels in 
the combustion gases are reached; or 
¢ Monitoring devices fail for 
temperature, air flow, draft (negative 
pressure) in the combustion chambers, 
oxygen, carbon monoxide, carbon 


dioxide, waste feed and/or auxiliary 

fuel (if used). 

2. Rationale. Automatic waste feed 
shut-off devices stop the flow of the 
wastes to the incinerators whenever the 
flame goes out, or the minimum 
temperature, minimum level of oxygen 
in the combustion gases or, the 
maximum level of carbon monoxide in 
the combustion gases are reached. 
These parameters were selected 
because temperature, oxygen, and 
carbon monoxide are the key 
parameters in determining the operating 
efficiency of the incinerators. In 
addition, whenever the devices 
monitoring temperature, air flow, draft 
(negative pressure) in the combustion 
chambers, oxygen, carbon monoxide, 
carbon dioxide and waste feed flow 
and/or auxiliary fuel (if used) fail, the 
automatic waste feed shut-off devices 
are activated. Continuous monitoring 
and recording of these parameters are 
required in order to calculate 
combustion efficiency, dwell time and to 
assure overall incinerator performance 
and safety to shipboard personnel. 
Monitoring and Recording 
Requirements 


1. Permit Conditions: 

¢ Automatic, tamper proof devices 
are to continuously monitor and record 
temperature, air flow, oxygen, carbon 
monoxide, carbon dioxide, draft 
(negative pressure) in the combustion 
chamber and waste feed and/or 
auxiliary fuel (if used). 

¢ At least hourly recordings of time, 
date, wind speed and direction and 
vessel position, course and speed are to 
be made. 

¢ All monitoring data are to be 
submitted to the Permit Program 
Manager for evaluation of compliance 
with the performance standard, 
operating conditions and monitoring 
requirements of the Permit. 

¢ All raw data resulting from the 
activities of this Permit shall be 
available for public inspection in the 
Office of the Permit Program Manager. 

2. Rationale. In EPA's judgment, the 
readings for temperature, air flow, 
oxygen, carbon monoxide, carbon 
dioxide and waste feed and/or auxiliary 
fuel (if used) together with other vessel 
operating information listed above are 
needed to verify that the performance 
standards and operating conditions 
have been met, that the incineration 
took place at the designated site and 
that there were no direct discharges of 
wastes into the water. 
Instrument Calibration 


1. Permit Conditions: 
© Calibration of the instruments 
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measuring temperature, air flow, draft 
(negative pressure) in the combusion 
chambers, oxygen, carbon monoxide, « 
carbon dioxide, waste feed flow and 
auxiliary fuel (if used) is to be 
performed before each cruise and in 
accordance with manufacturer's 
recommendations, or more frequently if 
conditions warrant. 

¢ A permanent record is to be made 
of each calibration. 


2. Rationale. instrument calibrations 
are necessary to assure that the 
measuring devices are giving true 
readings. Frequent calibrations may be 
necessary if the vessel has been 
operating under unusual circumstances 
such as long and severe vibrations or in 
severe weather. 

Instrument calibrations are to be done 
according to the manufacturer's 
instructions and a permanent record is 
to be kept of each calibration. This 
record will be examined as part of 
EPA's analysis and evaluation of the 
monitoring data following each burn. 


Other Requirements 
Permit Conditions and Rationales 


° The draft (negative pressure) in the 
combustion chamber shall be 
maintained at greater than one (1) inch 
of water column below atmospheric 
pressure. 

This is to ensure that: (1) The oxygen 
content of the stack gas results 
exclusively from sufficient air flow from 
the blowers, and (2) to protect shipboard 
personnel by preventing fugitive 
emissions from the incinerators. 

e No black smoke or extension of the 
flame is to be above the plane of the 
stack. 

These occurrences indicate 
incomplete combustion and are 
prohibited by the London Dumping 
Convetion’s Incineration Regulations. 

* Ammonia is to be added to the 
plume, if necessary, to make it visible. 

This is to assure that any ships which 
wander off course or do not hear the 
“Broadcast to Mariners” will be aware 
of and avoid the incineration operations. 

¢ If tanks are washed, they are to be 
washed with a combustible solvent and 
such washings and any residues or ash 
remaining after incineration are to be 
either incinerated at-sea or, upon return 
to port, incinerated in EPA-approved 
facilities, or otherwise properly disposed 
of in accordance with applicable EPA 
regulations. 

This provision is in keeping with 
TSCA Compliance Program Policy No. 6 
PCB-2—Physical Separation Techniques 
(August 16, 1983) to assure PCBs are 


disposed of in accordance with TSCA 
regulations (40 CFR 761.60). 

¢ Any wash waters, ballast waters or 
pump room bilge water found to be 
contaminated with chemical waste 
beyond background levels are to be 
incinerated at-sea, or, on return to port, 
either incinerated in EPA-approved 
land-based facilities or treated in 
accordance with applicable EPA 
regulations. In no case are these 
contaminated waters to be discharged 
directly to the ocean or into the harbor. 

This provision ensures that all 
possible measures will be taken to 
protect the environment. 

* Vessel and incinerator certificates 
required as a condition of the Permit. 

- The permit specifies that a 
“Certificate of Fitness” issued by the 
International Maritime Organization, a 
“Letter of Compliance” issued by the 
U.S. Coast Guard and a “Survey Report” 
and “Form of Approval” for the 
incinerators issued by a Contracting 
Party to the London Dumping 
Convention be onboard the vessels and 
prominently displayed as required by 
the London Dumping Convention and 
U.S. laws and treaties. These certificates 
indicate that the vessels and the 
incinerators have met all international 
and U.S. requirements necessary for the 
safe operation of the vessels and that all 
reasonable safety precautions have 
been taken. 

* The Permitees are to notify the 
Permit Program Manager of any 
decrease in their liability insurance. 

Permittees have $350,000,000 in 
insurance policies which appear 
adequate to fully protect the United 
States, States and the public against any 
and all liability arising out of the 
Permittees’ acts or omissions in the 
performance of the permits. EPA is not 
necessarily endorsing this specific 
amount. The Agency is requesting 
recommendations on appropriate 
methods for determining an adequate 
level of liability insurance. 

* Compliance with the requirements 
of other laws. 

The Permittees must comply with all 
applicable Federal or State requirements 
for hazardous waste generation, 
collection, storage, transportation, 
reporting, labelling and disposal, 
whether or not they are specifically 
mentioned in the permits. Particularly 
pertipent are Section 6(e) of the Toxic 
Substances Control Act and the Solid 
Waste Dispoal Act, as amended by the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA). The Assistant 
Administrator for Pesticides and Toxic 
Substances must give written approval 
of the incinerators before any 


incineration of wastes containing PCBs 
may take place. 


Verification of Permit Conditions 


1. Permit Condition. Verification is 
by: 

* automatic tamper proof monitoring 
devices; and 

© 24 hour per day independent 
observation of the incineration activities 
by shipriders, approved by and 
responsible to EPA. 

2. Rationale. EPA is requiring that 
shipriders be onboard the vessels during 
each incineration cruise to provide 24 
hour per day coverage of all activities. 
The shipriders may be EPA employees 
or independent parties selected by the 
Permit Program Manager. If independent 
parties, the shipriders are paid by the 
Permittees but report directly to the 
Permit Program Manager. A Shiprider, 
appointed by the Permit Program 
Manager, has the authority to terminate 
the burn if, in the Shiprider’s opinion, 
any term of the permit is not being met. 
Shipriders are included as a condition of 
the permits to provide full and 
continuous observation of incineration 
activities because the nature of 
incineration activities at-sea precludes 


. unannounced spot checks. 


Contingency Plan 


1. Permit Condition. The Contingency 
Plan, approved by the U.S. Coast Guard 
and EPA, is to be followed during any 
accident or emergency. 

2. Rationale. The Contingency Plan 
describes the safety precautions built 
into the vessels, and the notice, 
communication networks and action 
which would be implemented by the 
Permittees and the U.S. Coast Guard 
should an incident occur. Both vessels 
are classified as Type II chemical ships 
which means that to be certified by the 
International Maritime Organization and 
the U.S. Coast Guard there must be a 
significant degree of cargo containment 
capability. Since both vessels have 
double hulis and double bottoms and 
the wastes in both vessels are stored in 
several compartments in the interior of 
the vessels are stored in several 
compartments in the interior of the 
vessels, there is little likelihood that any 
collision would cause the rupture of the 
storage compartments. In addition, the 
safety equipment and its placement 
onboard the vessels is governed by the 
Safety of Life at Sea Convention 
(SOLAS). The Contingency Plan also 
covers responses to potential incidents 
including spills, collisions, fires, 
explosions, etc. EPA believes a 
Contingency Plan is essential to rapidly 
respond to emergencies and to minimize. 
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U.S. Coast Guard and the Permit 
Program Manager is 

In addition to the safety precautions 
built into the vessels and the procedures 


(2) There has been a change in 
circumstances relating to the 


(3) The dumping authorized by the 
permit would violate applicable water 
standards; or 


quality 

(4) The dumping authorized by the 
permit can no longer be carried out 
consistent with the criteria set forth in 
Parts 227 and 228. 

In addition, the permit may be 
modified or revoked for: 

¢ The violation of any provision of 
the Pennit, including any 
misrepresentation, inaccuracy, or failure 
to disclose all relevant facts in the 
permit application. 

¢ A change in any condition or fact 
upon which the permit is based that 


© Civil penalty of up to $50,000 per 
violation per day. 

© Criminal penalty of up to $50,000 
per violation per day or one year in 
prison. 


Permit Issued by the Assistant 
Administrator for Water 


The Administrator delegated the 
authority to issue special at-sea 
incineration permits to the Assistant 
Administrator for Water on September 
16, 1983. 


IL. Findings 

EPA is authorized by the Marine 
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries 
Act of 1972 (the Act), as amended (33 
U.S.C. 1412), to issue permits for 
dumping of material into the ocean 
“where the Administrator determines 
that such dumping will not unreasonably 
degrade or endanger human health, 
ee eee 
environment, ecological systems, 
sauneeienekemsaine® Uheamintater 
the review and evaluation of permit 
applications and for making the 
determination to issue the permits are 
set forth in the Ocean Dumping 
Regulations, 40 CFR Parts 220-228. 
However, EPA has not yet promulgated 
specific criteria for incineration at sea. 
Unitl such criteria are promulgated, the 
Agency will evaluate permit 
applications on a case-by-case basis. In 
making those evaluations, the Agency 
will apply the standards and criteria 
binding on the United States under the 
London Convention to the 
extent that application of such criteria 
do not relax the requirements of the Act. 

As part of its tentative determination 
to issue the permits, EPA also examined: 

¢ The regulations in 40 CFR 761.70{a) 
implementing the Toxic Substance 
Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2601, Pub. L. 94- 
<0, Ont. 21, FE nsenia ee 
applications 
polycholrinated biphenyls (PCBs) (PCBs) in the 
mixed chemical wastes; 

¢ The regulations in 40 CFR 264.340- 
264.351 implementing the requirements 
for land-based incinerators under the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended 
by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 6905, 6912{a), 
6924, 6925, and 6927), because it is 
Agency policy to have incineration at- 
sea permits at least equivalent to land- 
based incinerator permits, unless there, 
is a specific reason which renders the 
land-based requirements unnecessary 
for incineration at-sea. 

© The guidance of the U.S. Coast 
ee 

tingency in implementing 

procedures to protect the environment, if 


accidents or life threatening incidents 
should occur in the harbor or at-sea. 

A full and complete analysis of each 
provision in the above and _ 
the guidance of the U.S. Coast Guard are 
provided in the Background Document 
referenced earlier. A summary follows: 


1. Compliance with the Ocean Dumping 
Regulations 


(a) Section 220. i(f}—Special Permits. 
The Ocean Dumping Regulations require 
20 CPR ae ots 

“permits for incineration at-sea are to be 
issued only as research permits * * * until 
specific criteria to regulate this type of 
disposal are promulgated, except in those 
cases where studies on the waste, the 
incineration method and vessel, and the site 
have been conducted and the site has been 


EPA has not promulgated any specific 
criteria for incineration-at-sea permits. 
However, EPA has concluded that 
adequate studies have been conducted 
on the wastes, incineration method and 
vessel and the site: 5 

© Trial burns conducted on the M/T 
VULCANUS I and M/T VULCANUS II 
have demonstrated destruction 
efficiencies of greater than 99.99 percent 
on principal organic hazardous 
constituents (POHCs) tested under 
specific operating conditions. Wastes to 
be incinerated will be limited to those 
which EPA concludes are very likely to 
be destroyed under the same operating 
conditions. 

¢ Environmental monitoring studies 
conducted at the site showed no short 
term increases in background 
concentrations of organochlorines in the 
water, and no short term effects on 
water chemistry or biota exposed to the 
incineration plume. 

¢ Air monitoring studies, including 
those by the Texas Air Quality Control 
Board, indicated no detectable air-borne 
emissions of PCBs or other 
organochlorine residues from the 
incineration process. 

¢ EPA designated the Gulf 
Incineration Site on September 15, 1976 
(41 FR 39319) and redesignated the Site 
on April 26, 1982 (47 FR 17817). 

(b) Section 227—Criteria for the 
Review and Evaluation of Ocean 
Dumping Permits. The criteria that are 
used in reviewing and evaluating ocean 
dumping permits, as required by Section 
102 of the Act, are set forth in 40 CFR 
went 227. Subpart A of Part 227 states 

at: 

(a) If the applicant satisfactorily 
demonstrates that the material proposed for 
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ocean dumping satisfies the environmental 
impact criteria set forth in Subpart B, a 
a 


(1) There is no need for the dumping, and 


on other uses of the ocean as determined in 
accordance with the criteria set forth in 
Subpart E. 


In applying the criteria for 
incineration at-sea permits, EPA 


water ee and trace amounts of . 
metallic oxides, silicate ash, surviving 

organic compounds and partially 

combusted organic compounds. 

(1) Subpart B—Environmental Impact. 
Subpart B, Sections 227.5-227.13, sets 
specific environmental impact 
prohibitions, limits and autition for 
the dumping of materials in the ocean. 
Section 227.4 states that “if the 
applicable prohibitions, limits and 
conditions are satisfied, it is a 
determination of EPA that the proposed 
disposal will nét unduly degrade or 
endanger the marine environment and 
that the disposal will present: 
¢ No unacceptable adverse effects on 

human health and no significant 

damage to the resources of the marine 
environment; 

* No unacceptable adverse effect on the 
marine ecosystem; 

© No unacceptable adverse persistent or 
permanent effects due to the dumping 
of the particular volumes or 
concentrations of these materials; and 

© No unacceptable adverse effect on the 
ocean for other uses as a result of 
direct environmental impact. 

EPA finds that the proposed permits 
meet these requirements because: 

* Wastes, such as high level 
radioactive wastes or materials used for 


contain any of the svehibised 
constituents in § 227.6{a) except those 
which are “rapidly rendered harmless” 
as provided for under § 227.6(h). The 
determination that the wastes are 
“rapidly rendered harmless” is being 
made on the basis that the permits meet 
or exceed the Incineration Regulations 


water quality criteria or the marine 
aquatic life “no effect” concentrations 
for these materials to be exceeded. 

© The stack emissions contain only 
products of the incineration process 
which are totally nee sterile, rapidly 


Se epahae 
are biodegradable within the limits 
defined under § 227.7; 

* The permits limit the quantities of 
metals allowed in the wastes and 
require performance standards such that 
any emission products of metals or 
organochlorines are below the limiting 
ee a ae 
© The permits are consistent with 

§ 227.9 because the quantity of 

material in the emissions will not 

the ocean environment or 
reduce its amenities based on the 
monitoring conducted thus far which 
shows no detectable adverse 
environmental impact and because 

EPA is limiting the use of the site to 

one vessel at a time; * 

© The activities conducted under the 
permits meet the requirements of 
§ 227.10 because the incineration site is 
away from fishing areas, outside normal 
shipping fairways for commercial and 
recreational vessels, and as monitoring 
data has indicated, the emissions pose 
no threat to fishing, navigation, 
shorelines or beaches. 

(2) Subpart C—Need for Ocecn 
Dumping. Subpart C of Part 227 (40 CFR 
227.14-227.16) states the basis on which 
an evaluation will be made of the need 
for ocean dumping, and alternatives to 
ocean dumping. Section 227.15 lists the 
factors to be considered in determining 
the need for dumping, and § 227.16 lists 
the determinations that must be made, 
after thorough evaluation of those 
factors. The determinations that must be 
made are set forth below: 

(i) There are no practicable 
improvements in process technology or 
overall waste treatment to reduce the 
adverse impact of the waste in the total 
environment. 

2 EPA is restricting, at this time, the use of the 
Gulf Incineration Site and any other site which is 


equitable distribution of the use of a site among all 
Permittees. 


Pe rami tr oN a 

the environment than ocean dumping. 

In making these determinations, EPA 
evaluated: 

(A) The relative environmental risks, 
impact and cost for ocean dumping as 
opposed to other feasible alternatives 
including but not limited to: 

(1) Land-fill; 

(2) Well injection; 

(3) Incineration; 

(4) Spread of material over open ground; 

(5) Recycling of material for reuse; 

(6) Additional biological, chemical, or 
physical treatment of intermediate or 
final waste streams; 

(7) Storage 
(B) Irreversible or irretrievable 

consequences of the use of alternatives 

to ocean dumping. 

EPA has determined that incineration 
of the mixed liquid organic wastes under 
the terms of this permit constitutes a 
very effective means of treating those 
wastes. The Agency is unaware of any 
treatment method for the wastes which 
would be useful, in the sense of further 
reducing the potential impact on the 
environment from the emissions of at- 
sea incineration. Therefore, EPA 
concludes that the wastes will be 
ee 
their release to the environment. 

There is, in fact, no “single” method of 
disposal which is appropriate for all 
hazardous wastes generated in the 
United States. EPA examined each of - 
the alternatives to ocean dumping in 
terms ef liquid hazardous wastes which 
are to be incinerated at sea. While 

i ition 


balancing hypothetical pollu 
problems is always difficult, EPA 
believes that incineration at sea 
compared favorably with other 
available means of waste treatment. 
The environmental risks associated 
with the incineration at-sea of liquid 


for wastes to leak out of landfills. 
EPA finds that the environmental 


are no greater than deepwell 

liquid hazardous wastes into Class I 
wells. These wells provide a much 
greater degree of security than landfills. 





EPA also finds that the overall 
environmental, 


accidents at land-based facilities would 
potentially affect more people than an 
accident at sea. However, while 
accidents are unlikely at either land- 
based facilities or at sea, an accident at 
sea could result in contamination of a 
much larger area and would be much 
more difficult to clean up fully than an 
analogous incident at a land-based 
facility. 

EPA believes that there is a high 
potential for use of new processes and 


over the period of these permits. 
While waste reduction technologies 
need to be encouraged, timing of 


known and could be made in all the 
processes involved in generating the 


substitutions, recovery operations, etc. 
take time to implement. General 
adoption of such changes may take 
years. The regulations indicate that 
generally EPA is supposed to take 
action on a permit within 180 days of a 
completed application. Unless public 
comments on the proposed permits 
demonstrate that there are generally 
available waste reduction technologies 
applicable to a large proportion of the 
wastes that are to be incinerated under 
this permit, EPA will not deny these 
permits solely on the premise that in the 
future these technologies may be 
available. However, as changes in 
EP.\ will reevaluate these alternatives 
for each new permit or renewal 
according to the availability of process 
an i raw material alternatives known at 
that time. 


Storage only postpones and delays for 
future generations the inevitable need to 
dispose of the wastes. Although the 
storage of hazardous wastes over 90 
days requires a permit and requires 
precautions be taken, there is potential 
for leakage and adverse effects on 
human healih and the environment. 
Therefore, EPA does not believe this is a 
viable alternative to incineration at-sea. 

The irreversible consequence of land- 
based incineration is similar to that of 
ocean incineration. Only trace amounts 
of uncombusted materials are 
discharged to the environment. Land 
filling of wastes requires, as a practical 
matter, the restriction of land areas for 
other uses for an indefinite basis, 
because many of the wastes are likely to 
remain hazardous for a long time. Land 
filling of wastes also poses the potential 
threat of contaminating surface or 
ground waters at some future time. Once 
wastes are land filled, it becomes very 
difficult to excavate them and provide 
for an alternative disposal method. 
While cleanup of contaminated ground 
water is technically possbile, as a 
practical matter, the cleanup is very 
difficult and expensive. The advantage 
of either at-sea or land-based 
incineration is that the wastes are 
destroyed. 

There are risks associated with both 
land-based and at-sea incineration 
alternatives. EPA does not believe that 
at-sea incineration has any greater 
irreversible or irretrievable 
consequences than the other 
alternatives. 

Therefore, based on the foregoing 
analysis of the factors to be considered 
in determining a need for ocean 
dumping, EPA finds that: 

© There are no practicable 
improvements which can be made in 
process technology or in overall waste 
treatment to reduce the adverse impacts 
of the waste released to the 
environment from the incineration at- 
sea emissions. 

¢ There are no practicable alternative 
locations and methods of disposal or 
recycling available which have less 
adverse environment impact or potential 
risk to other parts of the environment 
than incinerations at-sea. 

(3) Subpart D, Part 227—Impact of the 
Emissions on Recreational, and 
Economic Values; and Subpart E, Part 
227—Impact of the Proposed Ocean 
Dumping on Other Uses of the Ocean. 
Under Subpart D, Part 227, EPA is to 
assess the potential for impacts on the 
esthetic, recreational and economic 
values of the ocean which might be 
affected by these emissions based on 
the characteristics of the emissions. 
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Subpart E requires an evaluation of the 
impact for specific uses of the ocean 
rather than on overall esthetic, 
recreational and economic values. By 
their nature, Subparts D and E are 
dependent on the characteristics of the 
Gulf Incineration Site. The Gulf 
Incineration Site is fully described in: 


US. EPA, Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. Designation of a Site in the Gulf 
of Mexico for Incineration of Chemical 
Wastes. Washington, D.C. July, 1976. 


The Gulf Incineration Site was 
selected, in part, because it is far from 
normal shipping fairways; it is beyond 
the reach of most recreational vessels; it 
is low in marine resources of 
commercial or recreational value; and it 
is far enough from shore that trace 
contaminants from the emission plume 
would be in such minute amounts or so 
diluted by the ocean that on-shore or 
near-shore activities would not be 
affected. Therefore, EPA concludes that 
incineration at-sea would have no 
adverse impact on commercial or 
recreational activities. 

Monitoring data collected at the site 
indicate that the incineration emissions 
have no impact on the quality of the 
water or on the biota and therefore do 
not present a risk to human health 
directly or through contamination of 
fisheries or shellfisheries. Nor does the 
emission plume, 300 kilometers from the 
nearest shore, pose any ésthetic 
nuisance for recreational areas. 

Therefore, based on the nature of the 
site and the contents of the emissions, 
EPA finds that incineration at-sea 
conducted in accordance with the 
proposed permits will not have an 
adverse impact on esthetic, recreational 
or economic values of the ocean 
according to the factors outlined i in 
Subpart D. 

According to the factors outlined in 
Subpart E, incineration at-sea will not 
have an unacceptable impact on 
commercial and recreational fishing in 
open areas, incoastal areas or in 
estuarine areas because the Gulf 
Incineration Site is located over the 
continental slope, 300 kilometers from 
the nearest shore. Available evidence 
indicates that consistent with its 
location, the water at the incineration 
site has a low level of biological activity 
and would not or could not support a 
viable fishery. 

The site is 75 miles from the nearest 
commercial shipping fairway and 
beyond the reach of most recreational 
vessels and would not affect their 
activities. Also the site is beyond the 
area which would interfere with any 
sand or gravel operations, oil or gas 
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exploration and/or exploitation, and 
beyond any known natural or cultural 
features which would draw scientific 


research or study. 
(4) Conclusion. Based on the 


" pplicable 
to incineration at-sea and Section 102 of 
the Act. 


2. The London Dumping Convention 
In establishing criteria for evaluating 


sea permits meet or exceed the 
Dumping Convention’s Incineration 
Regulations and Technical Guidelines. 


polychlorinated biphenyls to be marked 
with clear and adequate warnings, and 
instructions with respect to their 
processing, distribution in commerce, 
use, or disposal or with respect to any 
combination of activities.” Based on this 
mandate, EPA promulgated regulations 
controlling the incineration of wastes 

_ containing PCBs in 40 CFR 761.70. 

Because the special permits apply 
only to liquid PCB wastes, for the 
purposes of complying with TSCA 
regulations for PCB incineration, EPA 
focused on those TSCA regulations 
which apply to liguid PCB wastes. 

The PCB regulations issued under 
TSCA set out certain requirements 
which must be met for incineration, 
unless a waiver is obtained. These 
regulations include a minimum 
combustion efficiency,‘ in addition to 


*5 U.S.C. 2601, Pub. L. 94-469, October 11, 1976, 90 
Stat. 2003. 

* For non-liquid PCBs, 40 CFR 761.70{b) 
establishes the following 


percent. Although the TSCA regulation does 
not establish such a requirement for incineration of 
liquid PCBs, EPA has concluded that if the land- 
based or at-sea incinerators meet the opérating 
requirements, and attains the required combustion 
efficiency under TSCA, then the incinerators will 


specific temperature, incineration dwell 
time, and oxygen requirements, etc. The 
proposed permits incorporate the TSCA 
requirements for liquid PCBs, except for 
pdt wy regulatory requirement for 
Dwell time, the time the liquid waste 

and its gaseous combustion by-products 
are in the lower combustion chamber 


that dwell times of 2 seconds or more 
were universally needed to achieve 
good incinerator performance for PCBs, 
the Agency now has an extensive data 
base which indicates that as little as 
tenths of one second may be sufficient 
in well designed incinerators. TSCA has 
a waiver provision for dwell time which 
relies on destruction removal efficiency 
as the primary measure of incinerator 


Compliance with the TSCA 
regulations is to be demonstrated by a 
trial burn or submission of data 
sufficient for a determination to be 
made that the incinerator facility can 
demonstrate compliance with the 
performance and operating 
requirements. Based on the August 1982, 
trial burn under Research Permit HQ 81- 
002, the M/T VULCANUS I 
demonstrated a 99.99 percent 
destruction efficiency on PCBs and a 
99.9 percent combustion efficiency on 
the entire load of mixed chemical 
wastes. The operating conditions 
monitored during incineration met or 
surpassed the applicable requirements 
in 40 CFR 761.70{a). Therefore, the 
Office of Pesticides and Toxic 
Substances concluded that the proposed 
Special Permit HQ 83-001 meets the 
applicable requirements of 40 CFR 
761.70(a) for the purposes of incinerating 
liquid PCB wastes. 

The Office of Water, after 
recommendation from the Office of 
Pesticides and Toxic Substances, 
determined that a trial burn was not 
required for the M/T VULCANUS II 
based on: (1) A finding by EPA’s 
Industrial Environmental Research 
Laboratory (IERL-C1.) that the 
incinerator equipment on the M/T 
VULCANUS II is the same as that on the 
M/T VULCANUS I and (2) EPA's 
accumulated experience in the 
incineration of PCBs. Since the proposed 
Special Permit HQ 83-002 for the M/T 
VULCANUS II requires that the M/T 
VULCANUS II must adhere to the 


achieve a destruction removal efficiency or 
efficiency 


destruction of 99.9999 percent. 


minimum and average operating . 
conditions specified in Special Permit 
HQ 83-001 for the M/T VULCANUS I 
when incinerating PCBs, the Office of 
Pesticides and Toxic Substances also _ 
concluded that HQ 83-002 would meet 
the applicable requirements of 40 CFR 
761.70{a). 


4. Consistency With Land-Based 
Incenerators Permitted Under RCRA 

With the exception of incinerating 
PCBs, which are regulated under TSCA 
and the rules in 40 CFR 761.70, land- 
regulated under RCRA and the rules in 
40 CFR 264.340-264.351. Although RCRA 
regulations do not apply to the 
incineration of hazardous wastes at-sea, 
it is EPA’s policy to establish or impose 
requirements in at-sea incineration 
permits that are equivalent te the 
requirements in land-based permits 
unless there is a specific reason which 
renders the land-based requirements 
unnecessary for incineration at-sea. 

Both RCRA and at-sea incineration 
permits are performance based; there 
are no ic operating conditions. 
Each facility's operating conditions are 
determined by the conditions necessary 
for the particular incinerator to achieve 
the performance standard. 

Both programs require a trial burn in 
which the incinerators must 
demonstrate a destruction efficiency or 
a destruction removal pasta of 29.99 
percent on a principal organi 
hazardous constituent {POHC). Waste 


heats of combustion equal to or greater 


* than that compounded with the lowest 


heat of combustion for which a 99.99 
destruction efficiency or destruction 
removal efficiency was demonstrated in 
the trial burn. 

Destruction efficiency, the term used 
in at-sea incineration permits, and 
destruction removal efficiency, the term 
used in connection with RCRA permits 
for land-based facilities, are equivalent. 
The formula for determining destruction 
removal efficiency and destruction 
efficiency is the same: 


Win— Wou 


100 
=. 


DE/DRE = 


Where: 

Win=Mass feed rate of one POHC in 
the waste stream feeding the 
incinerator 

Wout=Mass emission rate the same 
POHC in exhaust emissions prior to 
release to the atmosphere. 





The difference in terminology stems 
from the fact that auxiliary air pollution 


incinerators because hydrochloric acid 
from at-sea incineration is buffered and 


concentration of metals that can be in a 
waste mixture so that the ambient water 
quality criterion for a specific metal or 
its limiting permissible concentration as 
defined in 40 CFR 227.27 are not 
exceeded. 

The proposed at-sea incineration 
permits require that the waste feed rate 
be monitored but do not specify a 
thermal input rate as RCRA permits do. 
Nor do the proposed permits specify “an 
appropriate indicator of combustion gas 


demonstration of the Sadie 
standard of 99.9 percent combustion 
efficiency after each burn to control the 
performance of the incinerator. 

While the proposed incineration at- 
sea permits do not require that the 
incinerator and associated equipment be 
inspected daily for leaks, spills, fugitive 
emissions and signs of tampering as 
RCRA permits do, the proposed permits 
provide for the maintenance, continuous 
monitoring, and continuous recording of 
a minimum draft (negative pressure) in 
the combustion chambers. This 
requirement will prevent the release of 


fugitive emissions, thereby protecting 
shipboard personnel and help to insure 
proper incinerator operation. In 
addition, shipriders will inspect for 
leaks, spills, signs of tampering, and 
provide 24 hour per day coverage of all 
incineration operations. This provision 
is included in at-sea permits because the 
nature of incineration activities at sea 
precludes unannounced spot checks of 
the incineration aciivities. 

Based on the above, EPA has 
concluded that the proposed permit 
conditions are at least as stringent as 
the RCRA requirements. 


5. U.S. Coast Guard’s Findings on the 
Contingency Plan 

As indicated elsewhere, a significant 
degree of cargo containment capacity is 
built into the vessels, and the vessels 
must be certified as meeting the safety 
requirements of international and U.S. 
regulations by the International 
Maritime Organization and the U.S. 
Coast Guard. In addition, the applicants 
were required to submit, as part of their 
applications, a Contingency Plan 
outlining the procedures to be 
implemented in case of accident or other 
emergency at sea. The Contingency Plan 
specifies the safety precautions and the 
coordination mechanisms and responses 
if fires, explosions, spills, coliisions, etc. 
should occur in the harbor or at sea. A 
major focus of the Contingency Plan is 
the steps that will be taken to minimize 
the environmental effect of any incident. 

Because of the nature of the activities, 
in the harbor or at sea, EPA requested 
the U.S. Coast Guard to review and to 
make recommendations on the 
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adequacy of the Contingency Plan. 
Based on a preliminary review, the U.S. 
Coast Guard concluded that both 
vessels have taken the precautions to 
prevent incidents and that the 
Contingency Plan is a workable plan for 
responding to a wide variety of potential 
emergencies at sea or in the harbor. 
During the comment period on this 
Notice, the U.S. Coast Guard will make 
further recommendations on the Plan. 


6. Conclusion 


Based on the above analyses, EPA 
concludes that the purposed incineration 
under the terms and conditions of the 
permits will not unreasonably degrade 
or endanger human health or welfare, or 
amenities, or the marine environment, 
ecological systems, or economic 
potentialities. 

Therefore, EPA has made a tentative 
determination to issue Special Permits 
to Chemical Waste Management, Inc. 
and Ocean Combustion Service, B.V. to 
incinerate on the M/T VULCANUS I 
and on the M/T VULCANUS II a total of 
300,000 metric tons of mixed chemical 
wastes, including PCBs, according to the 
conditions and specifications in the 
permits. In addition, EPA has made a 
tentative determination to issue a 
Research Permit to the Applicants to 
incinerate 264,600 gallons of 10 percent 
dichlorodipheny] trichloroethane (DDT), 
90 percent solvent waste. 


Dated: October 17, 1983. 
Rebecca W. Hanmer, 
Assistant Administrator for Water. 
{FR Doc. 83-28803 Filed 10-20-63; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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This is a continuing list of public bills from the current session of 
Congress which have become Federal laws. The text of laws is not 
published in the Federal Register but may be ordered in individual 
pamphiet form (referred to as “slip laws”) from the Superintendent of 
Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402 


H.R. 1556 / Pub. L. 98-133 To authorize the conveyance of the 
Liberty ship John W. Brown. (Oct. 18, 1983; 97 Stat. 850) 
Price: $1.50 

S. 1499 / Pub. L. 98-134 Mashantucket Pequot Indian Claims 
Settlement Act. (Oct. 18, 1983; 97 Stat. 851) Price: $1.75 











